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PEEFACE.1 

Our  reason  (Vernunft)  has  this-  peculiar  fate 
that,  with  reference  to  one  class  of  its  knowledge, 
it  is  always  troubled  with  questions  which  cannot 
be  ignored,  because  they  spring  from  the  very  .'\'<*J~i 
nature  of  reason,  and  which  cannot  be  answered,  y,  >'•'• 
because  they  transcend  the  powers  of  human 
reason. 

\Nor  is  human  reason  to  be  blamed  for  this. 
It  begins  with  principles  which,  in  the  course  of 
experience,  it  must  follow,  and  which  seem  suffi- 
ciently confirmed  by  experience.  With  these  again, 
according  to  the  necessities  of  its  nature,  it  rises 
higher  and  higher  to  more  remote  conditions. 
But  when  it  perceives  that  in  this  way  its  work 
remains  for  ever  incomplete,  because  the  questions 
never  cease,  it  finds  itself  constrained  to  take 
refuge  in  principles  which  exceed  every  possible 
experimental  application,  and  nevertheless  seem  so 
unobjectionable  that  even  ordinary  common  sense 
agrees  with  them.  Thus  reason  becomes  involved 
in   darkness  and  contradictions,  from  which,  no 

1  This  preface  is  left  out  in  later  editions,  and  replaced  by  a  new 
preface ;  see  Supplement  II.  (Vol.  I,  p.  364). 
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doubt,  it  may  conclude  that  errors  must  lie  lurking 
.  but  without  being  able  to  discover  them, 
because  the  principles  which  it  follows  transcend 
all  the  limits  of  experience  and  withdraw  them- 
selves from  all  experimental  tests.  It  is  the 
battle-field    of    these    endless    controversies    which 

is  called  Metaj  ■ 

There  was  a  time  when  Metaphysic  held  a  royal 
place  among  all  the  sciences,  and,  if  the  will  were 
..II  for  the  deed,  the  exceeding  importance  of 
her  subject  might  well  have  secured  to  her  that 
~-  place  of  honour.  (  At  present  it  is  the  fashion  to 
despise  metaphysic,  and  the  poor  matron,  forlorn 
and  forsaken,  complains  like  Hecuba,  M«do  mu.ama 
reru./t,  f«t  tjeneris  natisque  jtotene — nunc  trahor  6a ."/. 

*  i.Ovid.  Metarn.  xiii.  508). 
'  At  first  the  rule  of  Metaphysic,  under  the  do- 
minion of  the  dogmatists,  was  despotic/  But  as 
the  laws  still  bore  the  traces  of  an  old  barbarism, 
intestine  wars  and  complete  anarchy  broke  out, 
and  the  sceptics,  a  kind  of  nomads,  despising  all 
settled  culture  of  the  land,  broke  up  from  tune 
to  time  all  eivil  society.  Fortunately  their  number 
was  small,  and  they  could  uot  prevent  the  old 
settlers  from  returning  to  cultivate  the  ground 
afresh,  though  without  any  fixed  plan  or  agree- 
ment. Not  long  ago  one  might  have  thought, 
indeed,  that  all  these  quarrels  were  to  have  been 
settled  and   the  legitimacy  of  her  claims  decided 


PREFACE. 


XXI 


once  for  all  through  a  certain  physiology  of  the 
human  understanding,  the  work  of  the  celebrated 
{fxtcke.  But.  though  the  descent  of  that  royal 
pretender,  traced  bock  as  it  had  been  to  the  lowest 
mob  of  common  experience,  ought  to  have  ren- 
dered   her  claims  very  suspicious,  yet,  as  that 

genealogy  turned  out  to  be  in  reality  a   false  in- 
vention, the  old  queen  (metaphysic)  continued  to 
maintain  her  claims,  everything  fell  back  into  the 
Old    rotten   dogmatism,  and    the    contempt    from 
which   metaphysical   science   was  to  have  b 
rescued,  remained  the  same  as  ever.     At  | 
after  everything  has  been  tried,  so  they  say.  and 
tried  in  vain,  there  reign  in  philosophy  weariness 
and  complete  indifferent  ism,  the  mother  of  eh 
and  night,  though,  at  the  same  time,  we  perceive 
the  spring  or,  at  least,  the  prelude  of  a  near  reform 
and  of  a  new  light,  after  an  ill-applied  study  lias 
rendered  everything  dark,  confused,  and  use! 

It  is  in  vain  to  assume  a  kind  of  artificial  in- 
(lifferentism  in  respect  to  inquiries  the  object  of 
which   cannot  be   indifferent  to   human   nature. 

Nay,  those  pretended  inditl'erentists  (however  they 
may  try  to  disguise  themselves  by  changing  scho- 
ir  terminology  into  popular  language),  if  they 
think  at  all,  fall  back  inevitably  into  those  very 
metaphysical  dogmas  which  they  profess  to  despise. 
Nevertheless  this  indifferentism,  showing  itself  in 
the  very  midst  of  the  most  flourishing  state  of  all 


XX11  PREFACE. 

sciences,    and    affecting  those    very   sciences 
teachings  of  which,  if  they  could  be  had,  wool' 
the  last  to  be  surrendered,  is  a  phenomenon 
worthy  of  our  attention  and  consideration, 
clearly  the  result,  not  of  the  carelessness,  bi 
v    fthe  matured  judgment '  of  our  age,  which  wi 
longer  rest  satisfied  with  the  mere  appearam 
knowledge.  )  It   is,  at  the  same  time,  a  pow 
appeal  to   reason   to   undertake    anew  the   i 
difficult  of  its  duties,  namely,  self-knowledge, 
to  institute  a  court  of  appeal  which  should 
tect  the  just  rights  of   reason,    but   dismiss 
groundless  claims,  and  should  do  this  not  by  m 
of  irresponsible  decrees,  but  according  to  the  ete 
and  unalterable  laws  of  reason.     This   cour 
,/  appeal  is  no  other(but  the  Critique  of  Pure  Rem 
I  do  not  mean  by  this  a  criticism  of  books 

1  We  often  hear  complaints  against  the  shallowness  of  the 
in  our  own  time,  and  the  decay  of  sound  knowledge.  But  I  di 
see  that  sciences  which  rest  on  a  solid  foundation,  such  as  mi 
matics,  physics,  etc.  deserve  this  reproach  in  the  least.  On 
contrary,  they  maintain  their  old  reputation  of  solidity,  and 
regard  to  physics,  even  surpass  it.  The  same  spirit  would  n 
fest  itself  in  other  branches  of  knowledge,  if  only  their  princ 
'n  had  first  been  properly  determined/Till  that  is  done,  indifferen 
and  doubt,  and  ultimately  severe  criticism,  are  rather  sign 
honest  thought.  Our  age  is,  in  every  sense  of  the  word,  the  af 
criticism,  and  everything  must  submit  to  it.  Religion,  on 
strength  of  its  sanctity,  and  law,  on  the  strength  of  its  majesty 
to  withdraw  themselves  from  it ;  but  by  so  doing  they  arouse 
suspicions,  and  cannot  claim  that  sincere  respect  which  reason 
to  those  only  who  have  been  able  to  stand  its  free  and  oper 
animation. 
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systems,  but  of  the  faculty  of  reason  in  general. 
touching  that  whole  class  of  Knowledge  which 
it  may  strive  after,  minggigted^byexperiencc.  This 
must  decide  the  question  of  the  possibility  or  im 

possibility  of  metaphysic  in  general,  ami  the  deter- 
mination of  its  sources,  its  extent  and  its  limits 
— and  all  this  according  to  Bated  principles.) 

This,  the  only  way  that  was  left,  I  have  followed, 
and  I  tlatter  myself  that  I  have  thus  r  all 

those  errors  which  have  hitherto  brought  reason, 
being  unassisted  by  experience,  into  conflict  with 
itself.  I  have  not  evaded  its  questions  by  pleading 
the  insufficiency  Of  human  reason,  but  1  havi:  clas- 
sified them  according  to  principles,  and.  after  show- 
ing the  point  where  reason  begins  to  misunderstand 
itself, solved  them  satisfactorily.  It  is  true  that  the 
answer  of  those  questions  is  not  sneli  as  a  dogma- 
enamoured  curiosity  might  wish  for,  for  such  curi- 
osity could  not  have  been  satisfied  except  by 
juggling  tricks  in  which  I  am  no  adept.  But  this 
was  not  the  natural  intention  of  our  reason,  and  it 
l>ecame  the  duty  of  philosophy  to  remove  the  decep- 
tion which  arose  from  a  false  interpretation,  even 
though  many  a  vaunted  and  cherished  dream  should 
vanish  at  the  same  time.  In  this  work  I  have  chiefly 
aimed  at  completeness,  and  I  venture  to  maintain 
that  there  ought  not  to  be  one  single  metaphysical 
problem  that  has  not  been  solved  here,  or  to  the 
solution  of  which  the  key  at  least  has  not  been 
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supplied.    In  fact  Pure  Reason  is  so  perfect  a  uni 
that,  if  its  principle  should  prove  insufficient 
answer  any  one  of  the  many  questions  started 
its  very  nature,  one  might  throw  it  away  altogeth 
as  insufficient  to  answer  the  other  questions  w 
perfect  certainty. 

While  I  am  saying  this  I  fancy  I  observe  in  1 
face  of  my  readers  an  expression  of  indignati 
mixed  with  contempt,  at  pretensions  apparen 
so  self-glorious  and  extravagant;  and  yet  tl 
are  in  reality  far  more  moderate  than  those  mi 
by  the  writer  of  the  commonest  essay  profess 
to  prove  the  simple  nature  of  the  soul  or 
necessity  of  a  first  beginning  of  the  world.  (l 
while  he  pretends  to  extend  human  knowle< 
beyond  the  limits  of  all  possible  experience 
confess  most  humbly  that  this  is  entirely  bey< 
my  power,)  I  mean  only  to  treat  of  reason  i 
its  pure  thinking,  a  knowledge  of  which  is 
very  far  to  seek,  considering  that  it  is  to  be  foi 
within  myself.  Common  logic  gives  an  instance  I 
all  the  simple  acts  of  reason  can  be  enumerated  c< 
pletely  and  systematically. (.My  question  is,  what 
can  hope  to  achieve  with  reason,  when  all  the  i 
terial  and  assistance  of  experience  is  taken  awaj 

So   much  with  regard  to  the  completeness 
our  laying  hold   of  every  single  object,  and 
thoroughness  in  our  laying  hold  of  all  objects 
the  material  of  our  critical  inquiries — a  comph 
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determined,  not  by  a  casual  idea,  but  b 
nature  of  our  knowledge  itself. 
(Besides  this,  certainty  and  clearness  with  n 
to  form  are  two  essential  demands  that  may 
properly  be  addressed  to  an  author  who  ran 
on  so  slippery  an  undertaking. 

First,   with   regard  fee  certainty,  1   have 
Donnced  Judgment  against  myself  by  bsj 

in  this  kind  of  inquiries  it  is  in  no  way  permit 
to  propound  mere  Opinions,  and  that  even* 
looking  like  a  hypothesis  is  countermand,  that 
not  be  offered  for  sale  at  however  low  a  prict 
must,  as  soon  as  it  has  been  discovered,  be 
fiscated.  '.For  every  kind  of  knowledge  which 
fesses  to  be  certain  a  prion,  proclaims  itself 
it  means  to  be  taken  ti>r  absolutely  necessary, 
this  applies,  therefore,  still  more  to  a  dctinit'u 
all  pure  knowledge  a  priori,  which  is  to  be 
measure,  and  then-lore  also  an  example,  o 
apodictie  philosophical  certainty.  )  Whether  I 
fulfilled  what  I  have  here  undertaken  to  do, 
be  left  to  the  judgment  of  the  reader;  Ibr  I  I 
hoves  the  author  to  propound  his  arguments 
not  to  determine  beforehand  the  efifeet  which 

it  to  produce  on  his  judges.     Hut.  in 
prevent  any  unnecessary  weakening  of  those  i 
ments,  he  may  he  allowed  to  point   out  hit 
certain    passages  which,  though   they  ret 
lateral  objects  only,  might  occasion  BOffie  mist 
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supplied.  In  fact  Pure  Reason  is  so  perfect  a  unity 
that,  if  its  principle  should  prove  insufficient  to 
answer  any  one  of  the  many  questions  started  by 
its  very  nature,  one  might  throw  it  away  altogether, 
as  insufficient  to  answer  the  other  questions  with 
perfect  certainty. 

While  I  am  saying  this  I  fancy  I  observe  in  the 
face  of  my  readers  an  expression  of  indignation, 
mixed  with  contempt,  at  pretensions  apparently 
so  self-glorious  and  extravagant;  and  yet  they 
are  in  reality  far  more  moderate  than  those  made 
by  the  writer  of  the  commonest  essay  professing 
to  prove  the  simple  nature  of  the  soul  or  the 
necessity  of  a  first  beginning  of  the  world.  (For, 
while  he  pretends  to  extend  human  knowledge 
beyond  the  limits  of  all  possible  experience,  I 
confess  most  humbly  that  this  is  entirely  beyond 
my  power.)  I  mean  only  to  treat  of  reason  and 
its  pure  thinking,  a  knowledge  of  which  is  not 
very  far  to  seek,  considering  that  it  is  to  be  found 
within  myself.  Common  logic  gives  an  instance  how 
all  the  simple  acts  of  reason  can  be  enumerated  com- 
pletely and  systematically.  (My  question  is,  what  we 
can  hope  to  achieve  with  reason,  when  all  the  ma- 
terial and  assistance  of  experience  is  taken  away. 

Bo    much  with   regard  to  the  completeness   in 

our   laying    hold    of  every  single  object,  and    the 

thoroughness  in  our  laying  hold  of  all  objects,  as 

material  of  our  critical  inquiries — a  complete- 


ness  detenu i nod.  mot  by  a  casual  ides,  but  by  the 
nature  of  our  knowh "]■_'••  it 
(Besides  this,  certainty  and  clearness  with  regard 
to  form  aro  two  essential  demands  that  may  very 
properly  be  addressed  to  an  author  who  ventures 
on  so  slippery  an  undertaking.  ) 

First,    with    regard    to   certainty,   I    have    pro- 
nounced judgment   against  myself  by  saying  that 

in  this  kind  of  inquiries  it  is  in  do  way  permissible 
to  propound  mere  opinions,  and  that  everything 
looking  like  a  hypothesis  is  counterband,  that  must 
not  be  offered  for  sale  at  however  low  a  price,  but 
must,  as  soon  as  ir  has  been  discovered,  be  con- 
fiscated. (For  every  kind  of  knowledge  which  pro- 
fesses to  be  certain  a  proclaims  itself  that 
it  means  to  be  taken  Bar  absolutely  necessary.  And 
this  applies,  therefore,  still  more  to  a  definition  of 
all  pure  knowledge  a  priori,  which  is  to  be  the 
measure,  and    therefore    also   an    example,    of  all 

apodictie  philosophical  certainty,  )  Whether  I  have 

fulfilled  what  I  have  here  undertaken  to  do.  must 
l)e  left  to  the  judgment  of  the  reader;  for  it  only  be- 
hoves the  author  to  propound  his  arguments,  and 
not  to  determine  beforehand  the  effect  which  they 
ought  to  produce  on  bis  judges.  But,  in  order  to 
prevent  any  unnecessary  weakening  of  those  argu- 
ments, Dfl  may  be  allowed  to  point  out  himself 
certain  passages  which,  though  they  refer  to  ool 
lateral  objects  only,  might  occasion  some  mistrust, 
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expedient  to  extend  it  still  further  through  exam 
(and  illustrations  required  for  popular  purposes  ti 
This   work   can   never   satisfy   the   popular  U 
and  the  &W  WttO   know,  do  not  re<juire  that  I 
which,   though  it   is   always   welcome,  yet   m 
here  have  defeated  its  very  purpose.     The  A 
Terrasson  :  writes  indeed  thai,  if  we  measured 
greatness   of  .1    l>ook,  not  by   the   number   of 
pages,  but  by  the  time  we  require  for  mastei 
it,  many  a  book  might  be  said  to  be  much  shot 
if  it  were  not  so  short.     But,  on  the  other  ha* 
if  we  ask  how  a  complicated,  yet  in  principle 
liercnt.   whole  of  speculative  thought  can  best. 

rendered  intelligible  we  might  be  equally  justif 

in  Baying  that  jnanj  a  book  would  have  been  mi 
intelligible,  if  it  had  not  tried  to  be  so  very 
teUigible.  For  the  helps  to  clearness,  though  tl 
may  be  missed-'  with  regard  to  details,  often  <i 
tract  with  regard  to  the  whole.  The  reader  di 
not  arrive  quickly  enough  at  a  survey  of  the  win 
because  the  bright  colours  of  illustrations  hide  a 
distort  the  articulation  and  concatenation  of  1 
whole  system,  which,  after  all,  if  we  want  to  juc 
of  its  unity  and  sufficiency,  are  more  imports 
than  anything  else. 
Surely  it  should  be  an  attraction  to  the  rea< 

1   TMTMMOi    I'liilocoj.liie    iiiicli    ihiiin    lUgentDSOl    I'inthinse 

•lie  OpgeDstaii'l'"  daa  Oeiatoi  und  ia  Situ-n,  Berlin,  1762.  j>.  1 
1  BoMnknni  unci   other*  change  JrJUrn  into  helfcn,  without 
canity,  I  think. 
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If  lie  is  aaked  to  join  bis  own  efforts  with 

of  the  author  in  order  to  carry  out  a  grea 
important  work,  according  to  the  plan  hen 
posed,  in  a  complete  and  lasting  manner. 
physic,  according  bo  the  definitions  here  gi\ 
the  only  one  of  all  sciences  which,  through  a 
hut  united  effort,  may  count  on  such  com  pie 
in  a  short  time.  BO  that  nothing  will  r 
for  posterity  hut  to  arrange  everything  acci 
to  it.s  own  views  for  didactic  purposes,  w 
being  able  t»  add  anything  to  the  subject 

For  it  is  in  reality  nothing  bttt  an  inventor? 

our  possessions  acquired  through  Pure  R 
systematically  arranged.  Nothing  can  escaj 
hecause  whatever  reason  produces  entirely  i 
itself,  cannot  hide  itself,' hut  is  brought  to  li^ 
reason  itself,  so  soon  as  the  common  princip 
heen  discovered.  This  nhsolute  completer 
rendered  not  only  possihlc,  hut  necessary,  th 
the  perfect  unity  of  this  kind  of  kuowledg 
derived  from  pure  concepts,  without  any  inll 
from  experience,  or  from  special  intuitions  Ii 
to  a  definite  kind  of  experience,  that  might 
to  enlarge  and  increase  it.  Tecum  huh,: 
quam  *•'•'  Persius.  Sat,  iv. 

Such   a  system  of  pure   (speculative)   rea 
hope  myself  to  produce  under  the  title  of  ' 
physic  of  Nature."     It  will  not  be  half  so  Ii: 
infinitely  richer  than  this  Critique  of  Pure  It 
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which  has,  first  of  all,  to  discover  its  source 
the  conditions  of  its  possibility,  in  fact,  to 
and  level  a  soil  quite  overgrown  with  weeds. 
I  expect  from  my  readers  the  patience  am 
partiality  of  a  judge,  there  the  goodwill  an 
of  a  fellow-worker.    For  however  complete] 
the  principles  of  the  system  have  been  propoi 
in   my  Critique,   the  completeness  of  the 
system  requires  also  that  no  derivative  coi 
should  be  omitted,  such  as  cannot  be  foun 
by  an  estimate  a  priori,  but  have  to  be  disc< 
step  by  step.    There  the  synthesis  of  concep 
been   exhausted,  here  it  will  be  requisite 
the  same  for  their  analysis,  a  task  which  i; 
and  an  amusement  rather  than  a  labour. 
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I. 

THE  IDEA  OF  TRANSCENDENTAL  PHILOSOPHY. 

[Experience  '  is  no  doubt  the  first  product  of  our  , 
understanding,  wbjlfi__fimployed_ _in_  fashioning  the 
raw  material  of  our  sensations.  It  is  therefore  our 
first  instruction,  i  and  in  its  progress  so  rich  in  new 
lessons  that  the  chain  of  all  future  generations  will 
never  be  in  want  of  new  information  that  may  be 
gathered  on  that  field.  Nevertheless,  experience  is 
by  no  means  the  only  field  to  which  our  under- 
standing jranJbe_confined.  '  Experience  tells  us  whatU 
is,  but  not  that  it  must  be  necessarily  as  it  is,  andj*^ 
not  otherwise.^  It  therefore  never  gives  us  any  really 
general  truths,  and  our  reason,  which  is  particularly 
anxious  for  that  class  of  knowledge,  is  roused  by 
it  rather  than  satisfied.  ("General  truths,  which  [p.  a] 
at  the  same  time  bear  the  character  of  an  inward 
necessity, .  m ust_be.  independent  of  experience, — clear 
and  certain  by  themselves.  They  are  therefore  called 
knowledge  a  priori,  while  what  is  simply  taken  from 

1  The  beginning  of  this  Introduction  down  to  '  But  what  is  still 
more  extraordinary,'  is  left  out  in  the  Second  Edition.  Instead  of  it 
Supplement  IV. 

VOL.  II.  B 


2  INTRODUCTION. 

experience  is  said  to  be,  in  ordinary  parlance,  known 
a  posteriori  or  empirically  only. 

Now  it  appears,  and  this  is  extremely  curious,  that 
even  with  our  experience  different  kinds  of  know- 
ledge are  jnixed  up,  which  must  have  their  origin 
qjon'oW,  and,  which  perhaps  serve  only  to  produce  a 
certain  connection  between  our  sensuous  representa- 
tions.      For   even    if    we  remove    from    experience 
C'everything  that  belongs  to  the  senses,  there  remain 
nevertheless   certain  original   concepts,  and   certain 
judgments  derived  from  them,  which  must  have  had 
their  origin  entirely  ajpWori,  and  independent  of  all 
experience,  because  it  is  owing  to  them  that  we  ar 
able,  or  imagine  we  are  able,  to  predicate,  more  of  tb 
objects  of  our  senses  than  can  be  learnt  from  mei 
experience,  and  that  our  propositions  contain  re; 
generality  and   strict   necessity,, such  as  mere  & 
pjrical  knowledge  can  never  supply.] 

But1  what  is  still  more  extraordinary  is  this,  tl 
certain  kinds  of  knowledge  leave  the  field  of  all    [i 

,  *■  possible  experience,  and  seem  to  enlarge  the  spb 
of  our  judgments   beyond  the  limits  of  experi 
by  means  of  concepts  to  which  experience  can  n 
supply  any  corresponding  objects. 

And  it  is  in  this  very  kind  of  knowledge  w 
transcends  the  world  of  the  senses,  and  where 

1      perience  can  neither  guide  nor  correct  us,  that  r' 
prosecutes  its  investigations,  which  by  their  ir 
ance  we  consider  far  more  excellent  and  by 

1  The  Second  Edition  gives  here  a  new  heading: — III,  Phi 
requires  a  science  to  determine  a  "priori  the  possibility,  t' 
ciplcs,  and  the  extent  of  all  knowledge. 
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tendency  far  more  elevated  than  anything  the  under- 
standing can  find  in  the  K|>here  of  phenomena.  )Ns 
vn  risk  nttlu-r  anything,  even  at  the  peril  of  error, 
than  that  we  should  surrender  such  investigations, 
either  <>n  the  ground  of  their  uncertainty,  or  from 
any  feeling  of  indifference  01  contempt1. 

Now  it  might  seem  natural  that,  after  we  have 
left  the  solid  ground  of  experience,  we  should  not 
at  once  proceed  to  erect  an  edifice  with  knowledge 
which  we  possess  without  knowing  whence  it  <ame, 
and  trust  to  principles  the  origin  of  which  is 
unknown,  without  having  made  sure  ui'  the  >.il'.t;. 
of  the  foundations  by  means  of  careful  examination. 
It  would  seem  natural,  I  say.  that  /we  should  first 
of  all  bave  asked  the  question  1iqw_  the  mere  under- 
standing could  arrive  at  all  this  knowledge  a  priori,' 
!  what,  extent.,  what  truth,  and  what  value     [p.  •) 

it  could  possess.    If  we  take  Datura)  to  mean  what 
is  just  and  reasonable,  then  indeed  nothing  could  In- 
more  natural.     Hut    if  we   understand   by  natural 
what  takes  place  ordinarily,  then,  on  the  contrary. 
QOthing  is  more  natural  and   nunc   intelligible   I 
that  this  examination  should  bave  been  neglcctol 
for  so  long  a  time.     For  one  part  of  this  knowledge^ 
namely,   the   mat  hnnai i.-.ii,   bas  always   bean   in   pos-\i, 
session  of  perfect  trustworthiness  J  .and  thus  produces 


1  Tlie  S*"  on  adds  here:  'These  inevitable  problems  of 

pure   reason    JUelf  are,  <?<>/,    Fr«nhm\.   uml    / Tlia 

iicience   which   with   all    it*  appnnitax    in   re-ally   int 
solution  of  theac  problem*,  is  callwl  MeUiphyric     It*  procedure  ■ 
at  fu»t  dogmatic,  i.e.  unchecked  by  a  preriuu*  examination  of 
what  reason  csn  and  cannot  do,  before  it  engages  confidently  in  tut 
arduous  an  under!*' 


B  2 


INTRODUCTION. 


■ill.; 


h  favourable  presumption  with  regard  to  other  parts 
also,  although  these  may  be  of  a  totally  different 
.nature.     Besides,  once  beyond  the  precincts  of  ex- 

uce,  and  we  are  certain  that  experience  cai 
never  contradict  us,   while  the  charm  of  enlarging 
our  knowledge  is  so  great  that  nothing  will  stop  our 
progress  until  we    encounter  a   clear  contradiction. 
This  ran  be  avoided  if  only  we  are  cautions  in  our 
imaginations,  which  nevertheless  remain  what  they 

imaginations  only.     How   far  we  can  advance 
A      j  •  independent  of  ail  experience  in  a  priori  knowledj 
\\a  shown   by   the    brilliant   example  of  mathematics. 
Ut  is  true   they   deal    with    objects    and    knowledf 
yPi     to  far  only  as  they  can  be  represented  in  intuition. - 
Hut  this  is  easily  overlooked,  because  that  intuition 
itself  may  be  given  a  priori,  and  be  difficult  to  distit 
guish  from  a  pun-  concept  J  Thus  inspirited     [j>.  5] 
by  a  splendid  proof  of  the   power  of  reason,  the 
desire  of  enlarging  our  knowledge  sees  no  limits. 
II  1    light  dove,  piercing  in  her  easy  flight  the  air  ant 
I  Brceivmg  i(S  resistance,  imagines  that  flight  woulc 
be  easier  still  in  empty  space.     It  was  thus  tha 
I'lato  left  the  world   of  sense,  as  opposing  so   many 
hindrances  toonr  understanding,  and  ventured  beyond 
on  the  wings  of  his  ideas  into  the  empty  space  of  pure 
understanding.      He   did    not  perceive  that  he  was 
making   DO  progress  by  these  endeavours,'  because  he 
had  no  resistance  as  a  fulcrum  on  which  to  rest  or  to 
apply  his  powers,  in  order  to  cause  the  understand- 
ing to  advance.      It  is  indeed  a  very  common  fate  of 
human  reason  first  of  all  to  finish  its  speculative 
irice  as  soon  as  possible,  and  then  only  to  inquire 
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ier  tin:  foundation  he  SOTe.  Then  :ill  sorts  ot 
excuses  are  made  in  order  to  assure  us  as  to  its 
solidity,  or  to  decline  altogether  such  a  late  and 
dangerous  inquiry.  \The  reason  why  during  the 
time  of  building  we  feel  free  from  all  anxiety  and 
suspicion  and  lx.Tn.-vir  in  the  apparent  solidity  of 
our  foundation,  is  this:— *  A  great,  perhaps  the  ' 
greatest    portion    of    what    our   reason    finds    to    - 

i-its   in    the  analysis  of  mil  [its  of  objects. 

This  gives   us  a  great   deal   of  knowledge  which, 
though  it  consists  in  no  more  than  in  simplifi-      [p.  6] 

cations  and  explanations  of  what  is  comprehended  in 

our  concepts  (though  in  a  confused  manner),  is  yet.  con- 
sidered as  equal,  at  least  in  form,  to  new  knowledge 

It    ■.•nly  separates  and  arranges  our  concepts,  it  & 
not  enlarge  them  in  matter  or  contents.  (  As  by  this 


process  we  gain  a  kind  of  real  knowledge  «  j-r 
winch    progresses    safely    and    usefully,    it    happ 
that   our  reason,  without,  heing  aware   of  it,  appro- 
priates under  that  pretence  prop'  if  a  totally 
different  character,  adding  to  given  concepts  new  and 
strange  ones  a  grtftfi,  without  knowing  whence  1: 
come,  nay  without  even  thinking  of  such  a  question. 
I    shall    therefore  at  the    very  outset  treat  of  the 
distinction  between  these  two  kinds  of  knowh-i 


Of  tli-  ,l<*/l,i>-t>i>n  between  analytical  and  awUhtHeal 
Judgments. 

In    all  Judgments    in   which    there    is   a  relation 
between  subject  and  predicate  (I  speak  of  affirmative 
judgments  only,  the  application  to  negative  oi 
Ixing  easy),  that  relation  can  be  of  two  kinds.    Either  ' 
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i  tjjp  predi(frte_BJbelong»  to  the  subject  A  as  som e- 
thitiff  contained  (though  covertly)  in  the  concept  A  ; 
or  B  lies  outside  the  sphere  of  the  concept  A,  thougl  > 
somehow  connected  witb  }t-     T^  foe  former  case_j 

I  tin.;  judgment  analytical,  in  the  latter  synthetic:' I. 
Analytical  j  nts  (affirmative)  arc  therefore  I  p.  7] 

those  in  which  the  connection  of  the  predicate  with 
the  siili'ieet  is  conceived  through  identity,  while  nthetB 
in  which  that  connection  is  conceived  without  identity, 
may  be  called  synthetical.  The  former  might  be 
''called  illustrating,  the  latter  expanding  judg 
because  in  the  former  nothing  is  added  by  the  pre- 
dicate to  the  concept  of  the  subject,  but  the  concept 
is  only  divided  into  its  constituent  concepts  which 
wore  always  conceived  as  existing  within  it,  though 
confusedly ;  while  the  latter  add  to  the  concept  of 
the  subject  a  predicate  not  conceived  as  existing 
within  it,  and  not  to  be  extracted  from  it  by  any 
process  of  mere  analysis.     If  I  say,  for  instance,  All 

<l.i  'dies  are  extended,  this  is  an  analytical  judgment. 
!  need  not  go  beyond  the  concept  connected  with 
the  name  of  body,  in  order  to  find  that  extension  is 
connected  with  it.  I  have  only  to  analyse  that 
conceptand  become  conscious  of  the  manifold  elements 
always  contained  in  it,  in  order  to  find  that  predicate. 
This  is  therefore  an  analytical  judgment.  But  if  I 
say.  All  bodies  are  heavy,  the  predicate  is  something 
quite  different  from  what  I  think  as  the  mere  concept 
of  body.  The  addition  of  such  a  predicate  gives  us 
a  synthetical  judgment. 

[Tt  becomes  clear  from  this', 

1  Time  two  [mniyr;i|>li5   to  'In  synthetical  judgments  a  priori 
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([i.  That  our  knowledge  is  in  no  way  extended 
by   analytic; 1 1   judgments,  bul    thai    nil    th.:y      [p.  8] 

,  l-i'cl    is    ti)    [Hit     the    concepts     wliirli     ■.•.,•      |„  I,    i 

better  <•!  and  h  ndec  them  more  intelligible. 

2.  That   in   syi  nents    f    must    have 

■if.-iivlcs  I  he  eniH:i:|'t  of  the  subject  something  else  (*) 

on  which  the  understanding  retiea  in  order  to  knov 

dicate,  not  contained  in  the  concept 
thclesa  belongs  to  it 

1 1 .  •  i  I  judgments  this  causes  no  difficulty^  be- 

cause tins  -»•  is  liero  pimply  the  complete  jexju.-rieuce  of 
an  object  which  I  conceive  bj  the  coucejg  A.  tlmt 
concept  forming  one  part  only  of  my  experience. 

[For  though  I  do  not  include  the  predicate  of  gravity 
in  the  general  concept  of  hody.  that  concept  never- 
theless indicates  the  complete  experience  through 
one  of  its  parts,  ho  that  f  may  add  other  parts  also 
of  the  same  experience,  all  belonging  to  that  CO&cepfe 
I  may  first,  by  an  analytical  process,  realise  the 
Concept  of  lxn.lv  through  the  predicates  of  extension, 
impermeability,  form,  &c,  all  of  winch  are  contained 
it.      Afterwards    I    expand    my    knowledge,   and 


in 


looking  bjiek  to  the  experience  from  v.l.k-h  my 
concept  of  body  was  abstracted,  I  find  gravity  always 
iiiiiected  with  the  before -mentioned  predicates. 
Kxperience  therefore  is  the  x  which  lies  beyond  the 
concept  A,  and  on  which  rests  the  possibility  of  a 
synthesis  of  the  predicate  of  gravity  B  with  the 
concept  A.] 
^In  synthetical  judgments  a  priori,  however,    [p.  9] 

however,'  are  left  out  to  the  Second  Edition,  and   replaced  by 
Supplement  V. 
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thai     ln'lp    is  entirely    wanting.      If    I     waul    f^ 
l)iyi)ii(l    the    concept   A   in  order   to    find   ai.^< 
concept  B,  connected  with    it.  wliere  is  there  / 
thing  on   which   I   may   rest- and    through   whit 
synthesis  might  become  possible,  considering  1h 
cannot  have  the  advantage  of  looking  about  in 
field  of  experience?     Take  the  proposition  that 
which   happens    has    its  cause.     In   the   concep 
Miinething  that  happens  I  DO  doubt  conceive  of  s< 
thing    existing    preceded    by    time,    and    from 
certain  analytical  judgments  may  be  deduce  1. 
the  concept  of  cause  is  entirely  outside  that  con( 
I   indicates  something  different  from   that  w 
happens,  and  is  by  °o  means  contained  in  that 
presentation.  Jh>w  can  I  venture  then  to  pndiflOJ 
that  which  happens  something  totally  different  f 
it.  and  to  represent  the  concept  of  cause,  though 
contained  in  it,  as  belonging  to  it,  and  belongin 
it  by  necessity?     What  is  here  the  unknown  jb 
which  the  understanding  may  rest  in  order  to 
beyond  the  concept  A  a  foreign  predicate  B,  wl 
nevertheless  is  believed  to  bfl  connected  with  it? 
cannot  be  experience,  because  the  proposition  1 
all  which  happens  has  its  cause-  represents  this  sec 
predicate  as  added  to   the  subject  not  only   \ 
greater  generality  than  experience  can  ever  sup 
but  also  with  a  fhnrnc-far  of  nffieffP'ty  ""d   thflCg 
purely  u  priori,    and   based  on  concepts.     All 
speculative  knowledge  o  priori  aims  at  and  rest 
meh  synthetical-,  i.  e.  expanding  propositions,     [p 
for  the  analytical  are  no  doubt  very  importajit 
necessary,  yet  only  in  order  to  arrive  at  that  clear. 
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of  concepts  which    is  requisite  for  a  safe  and  wide 
synthesis,  serving;  ally  new  addition  to  what 

we  possess  already. 

[We'  have  here  a  certain  mystery1  before  us, 
which  must  be  cleared  up  before  any  advance  into  the 
unlimited  field  of  a  pure  knowledge  of  the  under- 
standing can  Income  safe  and  trustworthy.  We 
must  discover  on  the  largest  scale  the  ground  of  the 
]K>ssibility  of  synthetical  judgments  a  priori;  we 
must  understand  the  conditions  which  render  every 
class  of  them  possible,  and  endeavour  not  only  to 
indicate  in  a  sketchy  outline,  but  to  define  in  its 
fulness  and  practical  completeness,  the  whole  of 
that  knowledge,  which  forms  a  class  by  itself, 
systematically  arranged  according  to  its  original 
sources,  its  divisions,  its  extent  and  its  limits.  So 
much  for  the  present  with  regard  to  the  peculiar 
character  of  synthetical  judgments.] 

It   will   now  he  seen   how  there  can    be  B 
science  serving  OS  a  critique  of  pure  reason.      [\<.  1 1] 
[Every  Kind  of  knowledge  is  called  pure,  if  not  mixed  i 
with  anything  heterogeneous,     lint  more  particularly] 
18  that  knowledge  callci    absolutely   pure,    which   \a\  6r^ 
not  mixed  up  with  any  experience  or  sensation,  and 
is  therefore  possible  entire h  ,i]    Reason  is  the 

faculty  which  supplies  the  principles  of  knowledge 

1  Thia  paragraph  left  out  in  the  lition,  aud  replaced  by 

Suppleuieut  VI. 

*  If  any  of  the  ancient*  had  ewer  thought  of  asking  this  question, 
♦his  alone  would  have  formed  a  powerful  harrier  against  all  systems 
of  pure  reason  to  the  present  day,  and  would  have  saved  many  vain 
attempt*  undertaken  blindly  and  without  a  true  knowledge  oftiH 


■abject  in  hand. 
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a  priori.  Pure  reason  therefore  is  that  faculty 
which  .supplies  the  principlea  of  knowing  anything 
entirely  a  priori.  An  Organum  of  pure  reason  ought 
to  comprehend  nil  the  principles  by  which  pUT 
knowledge  a  priori  can  be  acquired  ami  fully  estab- 
lished. A  complete  application  of  such  an  Organum 
would  give  us  a  System  of  Pure  Reason,  j  But  as 
that  would  be  a  difficult  task,  and  as  at  present 
it  is  still  doubtful  whether  such  an  expansion  of 
our  knowledge  is  here  possible,  we  may  look  on  a 
mere  criticism  of  pure  reason,  its  sources  and  limits, 
as  a  kind  of  preparation  for  a  complete  system  of 
pure  reason.  (  It  should  be  called  a  critique,  not  a 
doctrine,  of  pure  reason.  Its  usefulness  would  be 
negative  only,  serving  for  a  purging  rather  than  for 
an  expansion  of  our  reason,  and,  what  after  all  .is  a 
considerable  gain,  guarding  reason  against  error-- 

I  call  all  knowledge  transcendental  which  is  occu- 
pied not  so  much  with  objects,  as  with  our  a  priori 
oneepta   of   objects1.      A    system    of  such      [p.  ia] 
i'  <pts  might  be  called  Transcendental  Philosophy.! 
But  for  the  present  this  is  again  too  great  an  under- 
taking,    We  should  have  to  treat  therein  completely 
both    of  analytical    knowledge,   and    of  synthetical 
knowledge  «  priori,  which  is  more  than  we  intend  to 
do.  being  satisfied  to  carry  on  the  analysis  so  far 
only  us  is  indispensably  necessary  in  order  to  under- 
stand in  their  whole  extent  the  principles  of  synthesis 
I  a  priori,  which  alone  concern  us.1'    This  investigation 
which  should  be  called  a  transcendental  critique,  but 


1  Aa  with  our   manner  of  knowing  objects,  so  for  as  this  is 
meant  to  be  possible  a  priori.'    Second  Edition. 
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it  systematic  doctrine,  is  nil  we  aw  occupied  with 
at  present.    It  is  not  meant  to  extend  our  knowled 
but  only  to  rectify  it,  and  to  become  the  test  of  the 

value  of  all  a  priori  knowledge.  Such  a  critique 
therefore  is  a  preparation  for  a  New  Organum.  or. 
if  that  should  not  be  possible,  for  a  Canon  at  least. 
"(Hiding  to  which  hereafter  a  complete  system  of 
a  philosophy  of  pure  reason,  whether  it  serve  for  an 

expansion  or  merely  for  a  limitation  of  it,  may  be 

carried  out,  both  analytically  and  synthetically. 
That  such  a  system  is  possible^  nay  that  it  need 
not  be  so  comprehensive  as  to  prevent  the  hope  of  its 
completion, may  be  gathered  from  the  tact  that  it  would 
have  to^deal,  not  with  the  nature  of  things,  which 
is  endless,  but  with  the  Understanding  which  [p.  i;{]|/ 
1  judges  of  the  nature  of  things,  and  this  again  so  far 
only  as  its  knowledge  a  priori  is  concerned.  What- 
ever the  understanding  possesses,  as  it  has  not  to  !»• 
looked  for  without,  can  hardly  escape  our  notice, 
DOT  is  1 1:  reason   to  suppose  that   it  will  pr< 

too  extensive  for  a  Complete  inventory,  and  for  such 
;i    valuation  II  assign  to  it  its  true  merits 

demerits '. 


II. 


\    of  tkassi i;\ m:\t\i.   PHILOSOPHY. 

\Transcendextai,  Philosophy  is  with  us  an  idea 
(of  a  science)  only,  for  which  the  critique  of  pure 
reason  should  trace,  according  to  fixed  principles,  an 

1  Here  follow*  BuppboMnt  VII  in  Second  Edition. 
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architectonic  plan,  guaranteeing  the  completene 
and  certainty  of  all  parts  of  which  the  building 
consists.  (It  is  a  system  of  all  principles  of  pare 
reason.)  The  reason  why  we  do  not  call  such 
critique  a  transcendental  philosophy  in  itself  is  simply 
this,  that  in  order  to  be  a  complete  system,  it 
ought  to  contain  likewise  a  complete  analysis  of 
the  whole  of  human  knowledge  a  priori.  It  is  true 
that  our  critique  must  produce  a  complete  list  of 
all  the  fundamental  concepts  which  constitute  para 
knowledge.  But  it  need  not  give  a  detailed  analysts 
of  these  concept^  nor  a  complete  list  of  all  derivative 
concepts,  i  Such  an  anaj^sis  would  be  out  of  [p.  h] 
c,  because  it  is  not  beset  with  the  doubts  and 
difficulties  which  are  inhereijt^hTBvnthesis.  and  which 
alone  necessitate  a  critique  of  pure  reason.  Nor 
would  it  answer  our  purpose  to  take  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  completeness  of  such  an  analysis  and 
derivation.  This  completeness  of  analysis,  however, 
1  of  derivation  from  such  a  priori  concepts  as 
we  shall  have  to  deal  with  presently,  may  easily  be 
supplied,  if  only  they  have  first  been  laid  down  as 
perfect  principles  of  synthesis,  and  nothing  is  wanting 
to  them  in  that  respect. 

f  All  that  constitutes  transcendental  philosophy  be- 
"^1  longs  to  the  critique  of  pure  reason,  nay  it  is  the  com- 

-  I  plete  idea  of  transcendental  philosophy,  but  not  yet 
jiT*        ,Mhe  whole  of  that  philosophy  itself,  because  it  carries 
/the  analysis  so  far  only  as  is  requisite  for  a  complete 

„  ^examination  of  synthetical  knowledge  o_j>riori. 

Tin-  most  important  consideration  in  the  arrange- 
ment of  such  a  science  is  that  no  corigepis,shouMJ?e 
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. .  iitt<xlwhichOTntain  anything  empirical,  and  that  *• 
the  a  priori   knowledge    shall-"  be    perfectly    pure.l 

Therefore, although  the  highest  principle*  of  morality 

and  their  fundamental  concepts  are  a  priori  [p.  ij] 
knowledge,    they    do  not   belong  to   transcendental 

philosophy,  because  the  concepts  of  pleasure  and 

[mill,  desire,  inclination  free-will,  etc.,  which  are  all 
of  empirical  origin,  must  here  be  presupposed.  Tmn- 
scendental  philosophy  is  the  wisdom  of  pure  specula- 
tive reason.  Everything  practical,  so  far  as  it  contains 
motives,  has  reference  v<  sentiments,  and  these  be- 
long to  empirical  sources  of  knowledge.  _. 

If  we  wish  to  carry  out  a  proper  division   of  our  i 
science  systematically,  it  must  contain  first  a  doc  1^ — 
trine   of  ili<    •/■■,„•  nU,   secondly,   d   doctrine  of  tin- \ 

hod  of  pure  reason.  Kaeli  of  these  princi]  il 
divisions  will  have  its  subdivisions,  the  grounds  of 
which  cannot  however  be  explained  here.  So  much 
only  se  ary  for  previous  information,  th.it 

there  axe  two  stems  of  human  knowledge,  which  [mi 
haps  may  spring  from  a  c  i  root,  unknown  to  |-^"' 

us,  viz.  senxibilihf  and  the  mid/  rstit)>di,uj,  objects  being, 

given  by  the  former  and  thou ght  by  the  latter.  If 
our  sensibility  should  contain  "  priori  representations, 

Constituting  conditions  under  which  alone  objects 
0  be  given,  it  would  belong  to  transcendental  philu- 
sophy,  and  the  doctrine  of  'his  transcendental  [p.  16] 
sense-perception  would  necessarily  form  the  first  part 
of  the  doctrine  of  elements,  because  the  conditions 
under  which  alone  objects  of  human  knowledge  can 
be  given  must  precede  those  under  which  they  are 
thought 
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THE  ELEMENTS  OF  TRANSCENDENT;' 


THE 


ELEMENTS  OF  TKANSCENDENTALISM.  [?■•••] 


FIRST    PART. 


TRA  NSCF.N  I)K  Vf  A  I.    ASBTH  KTIC. 


Whatever  the  process  and  the  means  may  be  by 
which  knowledge  reaches  its  object**,  there  is  one 
that  reaches  them  directly,  and  forms  the  ultimate  ^♦H1* 
material  of  all  thought,  viz.  intuition  (Anscha'u- 
ung).  This  is  possible  only  when  the  object  is 
gixen.  ami  the  object  can  be  given  ouly  (to  human 
beings  at  least)  through  a  certain  affection  of  I 
mind  (Gemuth). 

This  faculty  (receptivity)  of  receiving  reprt- 
tiona  (Vorstellungen),  according  to  the    manner    in 
which  we  are  affected  by  objects,  is  called  sensibility 

olicfakeit} 

Objects  therefore  are   given    to    us    through    our 
sensibility.     Sensibility  alone  supplies  us  with  in-yt'k 
tuition-  ingen).     These   intuitions  become 

thought  through  the  understanding  (Veratand).  and 

l.ence    arise    conceptions    (Begriffe).      All    thought 
rafin  ti  Betty  or  indirectly,  go  back  to  in-/ 

tuitions   (A^JMnauoHgen),  i.e.  to  our  sensibility,   b 
D  DO  ether  way  cau  objects  be  given  to  us. 

The  effect  prodaoed  by  an  nlty 

of  representation  (Yorstellungsfjihigkeit),  so     [p.  *o.] 
EL  C 
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far  as  we  are   affected   by  it,   is  called  sensation 

JKmpfindung).      An    intuition    (AnkfeKftGung)    of  an 

^jbbject,    by  means    of   sensation,   in  called   empirical. 

(The  undefined  object  of  such  an  empirical  intuition 

is  called  pbenomenon  (Erseheinung). 

In  a  phenomenon  I  call  that  which  corresponds  to 
the  sensation  its  matter ;  but  that  which  ran--  the 
manifold  matter  of  the  phenomenon  to  be  perceived 
\*  as  arranged  in  acgrtajn  order.  I  call  itsform. 

Now  it  is  clear  that  it  cannot  be  sensation  again 
through  which  sensations  are  arranged  and  placed 
in  certain  forma.  The  matter  only  of  all  phenomena 
is  given  us  a  posltrinri :  but  their  form  must  be 
ready  for  them  in  the  mind  (Gemuth)  a  priori,  and 
must  therefore  be  capable  of  being  considered  as 
separate  from  all  sensations. 

I  call  all  representations  in  which  there  is  nothing 
that  belongs  to  sensation,  pure  (in  a  transcendental 
Beose).  The  pure  form  therefore  of  all  sensuous 
intuitions,  that  form  in  which  the  manifold  elements 


• 
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of  the  phenomena  are  seen  in  a  certain  order,  mart 

bo  found  in  the  mind  a  priori.     And  this  pure  form 

fof  sensibility  may  be  called  the  pure  intuition  (An- 


'  vy>s**  5v  i  •  ^chaining). 


Thus,  if  we  deduct  from  the  representation  (Vor- 
stellung)  of  a  body  what  belongs  to  the  thinking  of 
the  understanding,  via,  substance,  force,  divisibility, 
l  ie.  and  likewise  whal  belongs  to  sensation,  viz. 
impermeability,  hardness,  colour,  etc.,  there  [p.  ='•] 
still  remains  something  of  that  emnjrJsaLiatuition 
lAnScfoauung),  viz.  extensiou_andJbrm.  These  belong 
I  v       ire  intuition,  which   anriori,  and  even  withou 
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a  real  object  of  the  senses  or  of  sensation,  exist  in  the 

mind  as  a  mere  form  of_--.--ii-.il  -ility.  ^.r.  •{, 

Tin    scicnce_  of  aiJ  the  jirincipbfl  of  sensibility  ji  H  ^i* 
priori  I  call  Truiiscciidt-Htal  JExtlullc1.     There  must 
be    such    a   science,   forming    the  .first   part    of   the 
units  of  Transcendentalism,  as  opposed  to  that 
which  treat*  of  the  principles  of  pure  thought,  and' *' * 
which  should  be  called  Transcendental  Logu  . 

In  Tr:<  utal    /Esthetic   therefore  we     [p.  aa.]. 

shall  fast  isolate  sensibility,  by  Bep____£ng  everythingl*^   . 
which  the  nudcist; Hiding  adds  by  means  of  its  con-  J   #•  '.^Y 
cepts,  so  that  n<tthing  remains  but  empirical  intuition  I    *i 
(Anschauung).  v 

Bflflpl-Hy,  we    shall    separate   from    this   all   that 
belongs  to  sensation  (Empfindung),  BO  that  nothing  , 
i-  mains  but  pure.,  intuition  (reine  Anschauung)  or  tin- 


mere    form    <»f    }lw»     p|lriii,in|.|iit|  _wlijc.ll     tf    tllP    "n^f 

thing  which  senflJMUy  "  primr\  ffliV«trpp*jy^  In  the      «.  ]* 
course  of  this  investigation  it  will  appear  that  there 
are,  as  principles  of  a  priori  knowledge,  two  pure 

1  Tin  Qtnnun  arc  the  only  people  who  nt  preaent  (1781)  um 
tin-  word  tnlkttie  for  whs!  oflwn  cull  triJ1i^^3i^uftu_u•.  There  is 
Implied  in  thsTname  a  false  nope,  tit  1  l.y  the  excellent 

analytical  philosopher, BaumgarU'i),  of  bringing  thi  oril  neat 

of  the  beautiful  undor  rational  prin<  iplen,  and  to  tni  -to 

the  milk  of  a  wiener.  Hut  1  in  li  endeavour*  arc  vain.  Fur  Mich 
rules  or  criteria  are,  according  to  thrir  principal  aonrcea,  empirical 
only,  and  con  never  serve  un  definite  a  firieri  rulea  for  our  jn. 
went  in  Batten  of  taete;  on  the  coutrary,  our  judgment  b  the  real 
tat  of  the  truth  of  such  rule*.  It  would  l»  ,»in  -,-i -I..-  therefore  to 
drop  the  iinmi'  in  that  sense,  and  to  appl)  it  to  -  dint  ji  ig 

n  r«ial_arieney.  thus  approaching  more  nearly  to  the  language  and 

meaning   of  thr   asd  h  whom    the    divi»iou    into  aiaOiftli    ad 

tmjra  wa-  (or  to  share  that  name  in  common  with 

Speculative   pfaQoaopny,  ami   thu*   to  DM   tothetic  suOlctunes   in  a 
!.  sometime*  in  a  |>aychological  tense). 
C  2 
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forms  of  sensuous  intuition  (Anschauung),  namely. 
Space  and  Time.  We  now  proceed  to  consider  these 
more  in  detail. 

First  Section  of  the  Transcendental  /Esthetic. 
Of  Space. 

By  means  of  our  external  sense,  a  property  of  our 
mind  (Gcinllth),  we  represent  to  ourselves  objects  aj 
rnal  or  outsidjL  ourselves,  and  all  of  them*  in 
spjice.  It  is  within  space  that  their  form,  size,  and 
relative  position  are  fixed  or  can  be  fixed.  Theui- 
toriiaj  sense  by  means  of  which  the  mind  perceives 
If  or  its  internal  state,  does  not  give  an  intuition 
(Anschauung)  of  the  soul  (Seele)  itself,  as  an  object, 
i  ut  it  ifl  nevertheless  a  fixgdJurm  under  which  [p.  23.] 
alone  an  intuition  of  its  internal  state  ii»  possible,  so 
that  whatever  bejoogfl  to  its  internal_d*termination8 
(Bntimmungen)  must  he-  represented  in  relations  of 
time.  Time  cannot  be  perceived  (augeschaut)  exter- 
nally, 88  little  as  space  can  lie  perceived  as  something 
within  us. 

What  then  are  apace  and  time?  Are  they  real 
!  Or,  if  not  that,  are  they  determinations 
or  relations  of  things,  but  such  as  would  belong  to 
them  even  if  they  were  not  perceived  ?  Or  lastly, 
are  they  determinations  and  relations  which  are 
inherent  in  the  form  of  intuition  only,  and  therefore 
in  the  subjective  nature  of  our  mind,  without  which 
such  predicates  as  space  and  time  would  never  be 
IBBribed  to  ;im  thing  :' 

In  order  to  understand  this  more  clearlv,  let  ui 
first  consider  space. 
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i.  Space  is  not  an  empirical  concept  which  has  jigyn 
derire<i  from  external  experience.  For  in  order  that 
certain  sensations  should  he  referred  to  something 
outside  myself,  i.e.  to  something  in  a  different  part 
of  space  from  that  where  I  am  ;  again,  in  order  that 
I  may  be  able  to  represent  them  (vorstellen)  as  side 
by  side;,  that  in,  not  only  as  different,  but  as  in  differ- 
ent places,  the  representation  (Voratellung)  of  space  ,••-'' 
mu  ■!'.  1:<-  there.     Therefore  the  representation 

of  sp;;iv    cannot   be    borrowed    through    experirn.. .. 
from  relations  of  external    phenomena,  but,   on    the, 
contrary,  those  externa]  phenomena  become  possible 
only  by  mgans  of  the  representation  of  space. 

2.  Space  is  a  nege>sary  representation  a  priori,  • 
forming  the  very  foundation  of  all  external  [p.  34.I 
intuitions.  It  is  impossible  to  imagine  thai  the 
^should  bo  no  space,  though  one  might  very  well 
^imagine  that  there  should  be  space  without  objeete 
to  fill  it.  Space  is  therefore  regarded  as  a  condition 
of  the  possibility  of  phenomena,  not  as  a  deter- 
mination produced  by  them;  it  is  a  representation 
a  jm'ori  which  necessarily  precedes  all  external 
phenomena* 

[3.  On  this  necessity  of  an  a  priori  representa-  ^ I 
tion  of  space    rests   tin-    apodietio  certainty  of  all 
geometrical  principles,  and  the  possibility  of  their  *\  V 
construction  a  priori.     For  if  the  intuition  of  s|>aoe 
were  a  concept  gained  a  posteriori,  borrowed  fr<  m 
general  external   experience,  the  first  principles   of 
mathematical  definition  would  be  nothing  but  p 
0  ptiQBS,     They  would  be   exposed  to  all  the  acci-  i^*K" 
dents  of  perception,  and  there  being  but  one  straight 
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[line  between  two  points  would  not  be  a  necessity, 
i  M&   onty  something   taught    in    each    case    by    ex- 
#■'"* V^^erience.  I  Whatever    is    derive* 


.■rived    from    experience 


\u\<*  .      VpoioeoaaM  a   relative    generality  only,  based   on   in- 
yJ  v-""*  "ductiojjj  We  should  therefore  not  be  able  to  say 
more  than  that,  so  far  as  hitherto  observed,  no  sp; 
has  yet  l>ecn  found  having  more  than  throe  dimen- 
06.1 
4.  Space  is  not  a  discursive  or  go-called     [p.  25.] 

general  the  relations  of  things  in  general, 

but  a  pure  intuition.    For,  first  of  all,  we  can  imagine 
^ue  space  only,  and  if  we  speak  of  many  spaces,  we 
1  cO1      mean  parts  only  of  one  and  the  same  space.     Nor  can 
^y*^'    these  parts  be  considered  as  antecedent  to  the  one 
and  all-embracing  space  and,  as  it  were,  its  component 
parte  out  of  which  an  aggregate  is  formed,  but  they 
can  lie  thought  of  as  existing  within  it  only.     Space 
is  essentially  one :  its  multiplicity,  and  therefore  tin- 
general  concept  of  spaces  in  general,  arises  entirely 
IVnin    limitations.      Hence    it    follows   that,   with    re- 
spect  tO    -['ace,  an   intiution  a   priori,   which   is  not 
.1  pineal,  must  form  the  foundation  of  all  concre- 
tions of  space.     In  the  same  manner  all  geometrical 
principles,  e.  g.    '  that    in    even-  triangle  two    sides 
jether  are  greater  than  the  third,'  are  never  to 
be*  derived  from   the  general  concepts   of  side  and 
^tf*  triangle,  but    from   an  intuition,  and  that  a  priori, 
with  apodictic  certainty. 

[5.  Space  is  represented  as  an   infinite  quantity. 

Now  a  general  concept  of  space,  which  is  found  in  a 

^tiu\>t  as  well  as  in  an  ell,  could  tell  us  nothing  in  respect 

lo  its  quantity.    If  there  were  not  infinity  in  the  pro- 
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[gression  of  intuition,  space,  as  a  concept  of  relations, 
could  never  contain  the  principle  of  infinity  '.] 


>- 


Conclusion*  from  the  foregoing  conaejtts.     [p.  26.] 
o.  Space  does  not  represent  any  quality  of- objects 
by  themselves,  or  objects  in    their  relation  to  one       L-t*-' 
another;  i.e.  space  does  not  represent  any  ilctermina-  1 

tion  which  is  inhur.-tit  in  the  objects  fchemaelveB,  and   «,tiJ*a 
would  remain,  even  if  all  subjective  conditions  of  in-    v.,  •A**'" 
tuition    were    removed.      For    no   determinations    of  '^f*i 
objects,  whether  belonging  to  them  absolutely  or  in    ^-.v 
relation  to  others,  can  enter  into  our  intuition  before  1 w  "*',.% 
the  actual  existence  of  the  objects  themselves,  that  is  •' 
to  ny,  tlicv  can  never  Ik-  iiituitioQflLAJtCK*ri. 

b.  Spaee  is  nothing  but  the  fojjji  of  the  phenomena       .  i,K 
Of  all  externa]  sensee;   it  is  a  siihjpri.iv«  condition  of     1  \V- C*" 
our  sensibility,  without    which  no  external  intuition 
is  possible  for  us.     If  then  we  consider  that  the  re- 
ceptivity of  the  subject,  its  capacity  of  being 

objects,  must  '1  ede  all  intuition 

dbji  shall  understand  huw  the  form  of  all  ] 

nomena  may  be  given  before  all  real  perceptions,  may 
be,  in  fact,  i  in  the  soul,  and  may,  as  a  p 

intuition,  by  which  all  objects  must  be  determined 
contain,  prior  to  all  experience,  principles  regulating 
their  relatione. 

1    It    is    therefore  from  the  human  standpoint  onlj 
\|thnt  we  can  speak  of  apace,  extended   ibji  If   v 


a 


we  drop  the  subjective  condition  under  which  ai 
an   gai:  rnal  intuition,  according  a 

J*"~S"  i)  is  differently  worded  in  ibc  Second  I 

8bli»lc«M-i,r    \  ill. 
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ourselves  may  be  affected  by  objects,  the  representa- 
tion of  space.  meaiiH  nothing,  For  tins  predicate  is 
applied  to  objects  only  in  so  far  an  they  appear  [p.  37] 
to  unhand  are  objects  of  our  senses.  The  constant 
form  of  this  receptivity,  which  we  call  sensibility,  is 
;i  necessary  condition  of  all  relation*  in  whirh  oljecta, 
as  without  us,  can  be  perceived  ;  and,  when  abstrac- 
tion is  made  of  .these  objects,  what  remains  u  that 
pure  intuition  which  we  call  space.  As  the  pcenliur 
conditionjLof  our  sensibility  cannot  be  looked  upon  as 
conditions  of  the  possibility  of  the  oinecta  themselves, 
but  jjuly  of  their  appearance  as  nhononicna  to  us,  we 
may  say  indeed  that  space  comprehends  all  things 
which  may  appear  *pp  fl^emaBy,  but  not,  all  things 
by  them  whether  perceived  by  us  or  not,  or 

any  subject  whatsoever.  We  cannot  judge  whether 
intuitions  of  other  thinking  beinga  arc  subject  to 
e  same  conditions  whicfa  .determine  our  intuition, 
and  which  for  us  are  generully  binding.      If  \\      add 

J  the  limitation  of  a  judgment  to  a  subject  i  v.  ■  concept,' 

lithe  judgment  gains  absolute  validity. 


S^/J^Mtion'a 
^VJ7'       vaJid  on] 


arc  In-side  each  other 


The  prupo- 
in  space,'  is 


I'ahd  only  under  the  limitation  that  things  are  taken 
as  objects  of  c^ur  sensuous  intuition  i.Anschauung).    If 
Jl  add  that  limitation  to  the  concept  and  say  'all  things. 
/A  <^',s  external  phenomena,  are  beside  each  other  in  space,' 
<k  'Jthe   rule  obtains  universal    and  unlimited  validity. 
A\v^\       Our  discussions  teach  therefore  the  reality,  i.e.  the 
objective  validity,  of  space  with  regard  I"  all     [p.  -•*.] 
1  hat  cm  oooe  to  us  externally  as  an  object,  but  like- 
wise the  ideality  of  space  with  regard  to  things,  when 
i.-y  are  considered  in  themselves  by  our  reason,  and 
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independent  of  the  nature  of  our  Henses.     We  main- 
tain the  empirical  reality  of  space,  so  far  as  every  T,'»  _j\.j 
possible  external  experience  is  concerned,  but  at  the  .Ju^Mi-'' 
same  time  its  transcendental  idcajjty  ;  that  is  to  say. 


we  maintain  that  space  is  nothing, if  wcjgjtfamit  67 
consideration  the  condition  of  a  possible  experience. 
and  accept  it_as  ^.  in. things  on  which  things  by  them- 
selves are  in  any  way  dependent. 

With  the  exception  of  space  there  is  no  other  sub- 
jective representation  |  Vorstellung)  referring  to  some- 
thing external,  that  would  lie  called  a  "noWjjbjcetiv.-. 
[This1  subjective  condition  of  all  external  phenomena 
cannot  therefore  be  compared  to  any  other.  Tin 
taste  of  wine  does  not  belong  to  the  objective  deter- 
minations of  wine,  considered  as  an  object,  even  as  a 
phenomenal  object,  but  to  the  peculiar  nature  of  the 
sense  belonging  to  the  subject  that  tastes  the  wine. 
Colours  are  not  qualities  of  a  body,  though  inherent 
in  its  intuition,  but  they  are  likewise  modifications 
only  of  the  sense  of  sight,  as  it  is  affected  in  different 
ways  by  light.     Space,  on  the  contrary,  as  t)l(-  zery| 

dition  of  external    objects,    is   essential    to   their  [  ^ 
appearance  or  intuition.     Taste  ami  colour  are  by  do       »•• 
means  necessary  conditions  under  which  alone    [p.  »9.] 
tilings  can  become  to  us  objects  of  M-nsuoua  percep- 
T hey  are  connected  with  their  appearance,  as 
accidentally  added  effects  only  of  our  peculiar  orgm 
cation.      They   are    nut   therefore    representations  a 

ri,  but  are  dependent  on  sensation  (Empfindui 
nay  taste  even  on  an  affection  (Geluhl)  of  pleasui 

1  Tlii*  puMge  to  'my  object  in  what  I  Jiaro  iuud*  i«  difl' 
runlctl  iii  the  Second  Edition;  wc  Nuiiiileiueul  IX. 
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[and   [''in.  which  is  the  result  of  a  sensation.     No 
one  can  have  ,  ,',  an  iilea  (Ybrstcllung)  eithci 

of  colour  or  of  taste,  but  space .  refers  to  the  pure n 
ltft*  »*v       form-of  intuition  only,  and  ii  no  kind  of  sensa-Jf 


<1 


•v 


*>* 


i 


tion,  nothing  empirical  ;  nay  all  kinds  and  determin- 
ations of  space  can  and  must  be  represented  a  priori, 
>ncepts  of  forms  and  their  relations  are  to  arise. 

I»  Through   it   alone  is  it  possible  that  tilings  should 
"  become  external  objects  to  as.] 
My  object  in  what  I  have  said  just  now  is  only  to 
prevent  people  from  imagining  that  they  can  prove 
the  ideality  of  space  by  illustrations  which  are  alto- 
gether insufficient,  such  as  colour,  taste,  etc,  which 
should  never  be  considered  as  qualities  of  things,  but  as 
modifications  of  the  subject,  and  which  therefore  may 
be  different  with  different  people.      For  in  this  case 
that  wliieli  originally  is  itself  a  phenomenon   only,  as 
for  instance,  a  rose,  is  taken  by  the  empirical  under- 
standing   for  a  thing  by  itself,  which  nevertheless, 
with  regard  to  colour,  may  appear  different     [p.  30.] 
to  every  eye.     The  transcendental  conception,  on  the 
^contrary,  of  alj  pljepomona  in  space,  is  ajcritical  warfc 
ing  that  nothing  whirr-  "*  »Ppn  in  -pare  is  a  thing  by 
itself,  nor  space  a  roi t  things  supposed  to  belong 
to  them  by  dxtMritwa  hnt^hnt,  ril)ji?et-<  by  tliemsnlves 
^A _^d|  an-  nuLknown  to-JMuat  alL  and  that  what  we  call  ex- 
Jt'"V  .temal  objects  are  nothing  but  representations  of  our 
/senses,  the  form  of  which  is  Bpace,  and  the  truecor- 
»-'AX      "\  relative  of  which,  thai    is  the  thing  by  itself,  is  not 

k    known,  nor  can  he  known  by  these  representations 
nor  do    we  earc  to   know   anvthiug   about  it  in  OUi 
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Of  Time. 


jr. 


I.  Time  is  not  an  empirJ£d_conc.  |>t  deduced  Bn        "**«-\* 


J 


i_v  time  Iruuu 
11  take  awayff  . 
c  is  iriveo  a**1  <*».■ 


•t  *^T  any  experience,  for  neither  coexistence  nor  succession    ,  »*'  * 
0*      would  enter  into  our  perception,  if  ill.'  representation 
,V»a  7|of  time,  were  not  given  a  priori.  Only  when  this  repre-  ^ 
aantatson  a  priori  a  given,  can  we  imagine  that  certain      ' 
things  happen  at  the  same  time  (simultaneously)  or 
at  dil  men  (successively).  D'- 3«.] 

II.  Time  is  a  necjsgLiry  representation  qawbich  all 
intuitions  depend.     We  cannot  take  away  time  fro 
phenomena  in  general,  though  we  can  well 
phenomena  out  of  time.     Time  therefore  is  given  a*- 

ri.     In  time  alone  is  reality  of  phenomena  jkis-       1 
sible.     All  phenomena  may  vanish,  but  time  itself  .*•  *  v 

ihe  general  condition  of  their  possibility)  cannot  i 

be  iloiie  away  with.  tp 

III.  On  this  a  priori  necessity  depends  also  the   f 
possibility  of  apodictic  principles  of  the  relations  ofY 
time,  or  of  axioms  of  time  in  general.     Time  has  onei    ^,t 
dimension  only;   different  times  are  not  simiiltunuuua,|f»v 
btlt*BUCcessive,  while  different  spaces  are  never  sue- 1 
eessive,  but  simultaneous.    Such  principles  cannot  be 

derived    from    experience,    be  ul 

not  impart  to  them  absolute  universality  nor  apod 

intv.     We  should  only  to  eay  that  com- 

mon experience  teaches  us  that  it  i*  BO,  but  not  that 
it   mijit  be  so.    These  principles  m  as  rules 

under  which  alone  experience  is  possible;  they 
us  before  exjierience,  not  b  B  of  experience1. 

'  I  reUia  tbe  reading  of  lUo  First  Edition,  vor  tltr»rlba>. 
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%IV.    Time  is  not  a  discursive,  or  what  is  called  a 


'£  ^.K  lygeneral  in  net1]  t,  l>ut  a  pure  turm  of  sensuous  intuit  ion. 

Different  times  an  parts  only"  of  one  and  the  same 

time.    Representation,  which  can  be  produced    [p.  3»-l 

v^v.*^/^Ly  B  single  objec&jonly,  Jb_  culled  an  jntuition.     The 

^^proposition  that  different  tin  onot  exiart  al   9m 

'    »v\*v**    same  ^'mc  cannot  oe  deduced  bom  anj  general  oon- 

1     >  cepf.     Such  a  proposition  is  synthetical,  and  cannot 

be   deduced    from    concepts    only.       It    is    contained 

ainmediately   in   the    intuition    and    representation   of 

•time. 

V.  To  sa  v  that  time  is  infinite  means  no  more  than 

that  every  definite  quantity  of  time    is    possible  I 

i  by  limilaklpus  of  one  time  which  forms  the  foundation 

'  of  all  times,  tl'he  original  representation  of  time  must 

^therefore  be  given  as  unlimited. i    But  when  the  parts 


in  that  case  the  partial  representations  come  first), 
but  it  must  be  (bunded  on  immediate  intuition1. 


ConchutOUl  from  the  fqregoing  concept*. 

a.  Time  is  not  something  existing  by  it. -.elf,  or  in- 
herent in  things  as  an  objective  determination  of 
tliem,  something  therefore  that  might  remain  when 
abstraction  is  made  of  all  subjective  conditions  of  in- 
tuition.    For  in  the  former  case  it  would  be  some- 

duroft  diatdbe.  Von  denselben,  the  reading  of  Inter  editions,  in 
wrong;  the  emendation  of  lWenkrunz,  vor  dmstlbm,  nicJit  durch 
dienelbrn,  unnecessary. 

'   Hen  follow*  in  the  Second  Edition,  Supplement  X. 
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tiling  real,  without  being  a  real  object.     Inlhe  Jotter 
it  could  not,  as  a  determination  or  order     [p.  33.] 
inherent  in  things  themselves,  be  antecedent  to  thingsv 
as  their  condition,  and  be_  known  and  perceived  bj 
means  of  synthetical  propositions  a  priori.  All  this 
perfectly  •  if  time  is  nothing  I -utji  subjective 

condition  under  whicli  all  intuitions  take  place  within 
ua.  For  in  that  case  this  form  of  internal  intuition 
can  bu  represented  prior  to  the  objects  themselves, 
that  is,  a  priori. 

b.  Time  is  nothing  but  the  form  oLthe  internal  v 
sense,  that  is,  of  our  intuition  of  ourselves,  and  of  our  /  \',u 
internal    state.      Time    cannot   be   a   determination 
peculiar  to  external  phenomena.     It  refers  neither  tn 
their  shape,  nor  their  pi»*i»-'""  +■**■ ,  ftnnlv  »1.  i<rmiii.^u. 

e  relation  of  representations  in  our  iMejaal^tatc." 
And  exactly  because  this  internal  intuition  supplies 
no  shape,  we  try  to  make  good  this  deficiency    by 
means  of  analogies,  and  represent  to  ourselves  tlie 
succession  of  time  by  a  line  progressing  to  infinii 
D    which    the   manifold  constitutes  a   series  of  one 
dimension  only;  and  we  conclude  from  the  pro|H?rlies 
of  tliis  line  as  to  all  the  properties  of  time,  witi)  one  ', 
exception,  i.e.  that  the  parts  of  the  former  are  simul- 
taneous, those  of  the  latter  successive.     Frmn  this  it 
becomes  clear  also,  that  the  representation  of  time  is 
itself  an   intuition,  because  all  its  relations  cau  be 
expressed  by  means  of  ail  external  intuition. 

c.  Time  is  jthe  formallcimdition,  a  priori,  <j£_oJI 
1  iineim  whatsoever.     Space,  as  the  pure     [p.  , 

farm  of  all  external  intuition,  is  a  condition.  « 
of  external  phenomena  only.     But,  as  all  1 


$o  of  rare.  % 

tiuna,  whether  they  have  for  their  objects  external 
things  or  not,  belong  by  themselves,  as  determinations 
fit'  the  mind,  to  our  inner  state,  and  88  this  inner  state 
falls  under  the  formal  conditions  uf  internal  intuition. 

<and  therefore  of  time,  time  is  a  condition,  a  j>rt 
of  all  phenomena  whatsoever,  and  is  so  directly  as  a 
condition  of  internal  phenomena  (of  our  mind)  a 
thereby  indirectly  of  external  phenomena  also.     If  I 
am  able  to  say,  a  pnort,  thai  all  external  phenomena 
are  in  spare,  and  are  determined,  u  priori,  aecording 
to  the  relations  of  space,  I   can,  according  to  the 
principle    of  the   internal  Bense,  make  the  general 
assertion   thatjJJ  phenomena,  that  is,  all  objecti 
•  the.  sedges,  are_  in    time,  and  stand    necessaiily  in 
relations  of  time. 

If  we  drop  our  manner  of  looking  at  ourselves 
internally,  and  of  comprehending  by  means  of  that 
intuition  all  external  intuitions  also  within  our  pbwet 
of  representation,  and  thus  take  objects  as  they  may 

J  be  by  themselves,  then  time  is  nothing.  Tinas  has 
objective  validity  with  reference  to  phenomena  only, 
heeausc  these  are  themselves  things  whieli  \\r  aee.-pt. 
as  objects  ofour  senses:  but  time  is  no  longer  [p. 35] 
objective,  if  we  remove  the  sensuous  character  of  our 
intuitions,  that  is  to  say,  that  mode  of  representa- 
tion which  is  peculiar  to  ourselves,  and  speak  of 
things  in  general.  Time  ia_  therefore  sitnp.lv  a  sub- 
jective condition  of  oyr  (humjm)  intuition  (which  is 
always  sensuous,  that  is  so  far  as  we  are  affected  by 
objects'),  but  by  itself,  apart  from  the  subject,  nothing.  - 
Nevertheless,  wjth  rpspi>gt  to  a^  phenomena,  that  is, 

-^Stjl   things  which   can  come  within  ottr_  experience, 
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fimp  i^  noppKRitrily  objective.     We  ggnnot  sayjhat 
all  things  are  in  time,  la-cause,  if  we  speak  of  tlii 
in    general,   nothing   is  said   alxtut  the    mannc; 
.  intuition^  which__  is  _the_ieaL_SQiidiiiun  undqr  wh/ich 
1 1  time  enters  into   our  rapreseptation    of  tiijprrs.      1  f 
therefore  this  condition  is  added  to  the  CO)  oepl .  and 
if  we  say  that/all  things  as  phenomena  (as  ohj 
/'sensuous  intuition)  are  in  timeAthen    such    a    pro-  l 

position  baa  its  fall  objective,  validity  and  a  j>riori 
\    universality. 

What  we  insist  on  therefore  is  the  empirical  reality 
of  time,  that  is,  its  objective  validity,  .with  referei 
to  all  objects  which  can  ever  come  before  our  senses. 
And  as  our  intuition  must  at  all  time*  be  'sensuous, 
no  object  can  ever  fall  under  our  experience  t! 
does  not  come  under  the  conditions  of  time.    WJjnt 
deny  is,  that  .time  lias  any  claim  on  absolute 
esUtj.  eo  that,  without  taking  into  account    [p.  36.] 
the  form  of  our  sensuous  condition,  it  should  by   A* 
itself  be  a  condition  or  quality  inherent  in  things  ;<     v'x<1 
for.  sucji  qualities  which_belong  to  thjngB  by  them-l 

can.  never  be  given  to  us  through  thT  sei 
This  is  what  constitutes  the  transcendental  ideality 
of  time,  so  that,  if  we  take  no  account  of  the  sub- 
jective conditions  of  our  sensuous  intuitions,  tin 
noticing,  and  cannot  be  added  to  the  objects  by 
themselves  (without  their  relation  to  our  intuition) 
wl.  inherent.    Tide  ideality  of 

time,  however,  as  well  as  that  of  space,  should  opt 
be  confounded  with  the  deceptions  of  our  aanaatii 
because  in  their  case  we  always  suppose  that  the 
phenomenon  to  which  such    predicates  belong  has 
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objective  reality,  which  is  not  at  all  the  case  here, 
except  bo  far  as  the  phenomenon  is  purely  empirical, 
that  is,  so  far  as  the  object  itself  is  looked  upon  as 
a  mere  phenomenon.  On  this  subject  see  a  previous 
note,  in  section  i,  on  Space.  &  3 

Explanation. 

Against  this  theory  which  claims  empirical,  but 
((denies  absolute  and  transcendental  reality  to  time, 
even  intelligent  men  have  protested  so  unanimously, 
that  I  suppose  that  every  reader  who  is  unaccustomed 
to  these  considerations  may  naturally  lie  of  the  same 
opinion.  What  they  object  to  is  this  :  Changes,  they 
say,  are_real  (this  is  proved  by  the  change  [p. 37] 
of  our  own  representations,  even  if  all  external  phe- 
nomena and  their  changes  be  denied).  Changes, 
however,  are  possible  in  time  only,  and  therefore 
time  must  be  something  real.     The  answer  is  easy 


reality  with   reimrd    tn  jntprflnl    prppripiuf?  ;   that  is, 

,y*«*  I  really  have  the  representation  of  time  and  of  my 

determinations  in  it.     Time  therefore   is  really  to  be 

considered,  not  as  an  object,  but  as  thejepreaentation 

. *Vof  myself  as  an  .object.   If  either  I  myself  or  any  other 

^'(k*  being  could  sec  me  without  this  condition  of  seusi- 
a  s  bility,  then  these  self-same  determinations  which  we 

now  represent  to  ourselves  as  changes,  would  give  us  a 

Ckind  of  knowledge  in  which  the  representation  of  time, 
and  therefore  of  change  also,  would  have  no  place. 
There  remains  therefore  the  empirical  reality  of  time 
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only,  as  the  condition  of  all  our  experience,  while 
absolute  reality  cannot,  according  to  what  has  just 
been  sic  ■  conceded  to  it    Time  is  nothing  butu 

the  form  of  our  own  internal  intuition1. 

Take   away  the   peculiar  condition  of  our  sensi-        »■»*• 
bility,  and  the  idea  of  time  vanishes,  because  it  is 
not  inherent  in  the  objects,  but  in  the  subject    [p.  38.]  *  \ 
only   that  posceiviw  them. 

The  reason- why  this  objection  is  raised  no  unani- 
mously, and  even  by  those  who  have  nothing  very 
tangible  to  say  against  the  doctrine  of  the  ideality 
of  space,  is  this.      They  could   m-ver  hop»>  t»  prr>vftr 
apnHi'piipnlly— tl\t>  nlWf»liit^  realjfry  of  apftf>pl  because 
tliey  are  confronted   by  idealism,  which  has  shown*.  *Q 
that  the  reality  of  external  objects  does  not  admit" 
of  strict  proof,  while  the  reality  of  the  object  of 
our  internal  perception  (the  perception  of  my  ownV 
self  and  of  my  own  status)  is  clear  immediately 
through   our  consciousness.     The   former  might  be 
merely  phenomenal,  but  the  latter,  according  to  their 
opinion,  is  undeniably  something  real.      They  did 
not  see  that  both,  without  denying  to  them   their 
reality  as  representations,  belong  nevertheless  to  the 
phenomenon    only,   which    mnst  always    have    two 
sides,  the  one  when  the  object  is  considered  by  itself 
(without  regard  to  the  manner  in  which  it  is  per- 
ceived, its  quality  therefore  remaining  always  pro- 


1  I  can  pay  indeed  that  my  representations  follow  one  another, 
but  this  mean*  do  more  than  that  we  arc  couadous  of  them  as  in  a 
temporal  loccceaion,  Hint  is,  according  to  the  form  of  our  own 
int.  rnal  tense.  Time,  therefore,  is  nothing  by  itself,  nor  it  it  a 
determination  inherent  objectively  in  things. 

VOL.  II.  D 
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jl^N  ^Tflematical),  the  other,  when   the    tbraa  oi  the   per- 
^r    y»\      oeption  of  the  object  is  taken  into  consideration  ;  this 
form    belonging  not  to  the  object  in  itself,  but  to 
the   subject  which   perceives   it,  though   nevertheless 
I >e longing  realty  and  necessarily  to  theobject  as  a 
henomgii 
Time  ami  space  are  therefore  two  sources  of  know- 
ledge from  which  various  a  priori  synthetical    [p.  39.] 
cognitions  can  be  derived.     Of  this  pure  mathematics 
give  a  splendid  example  in  the  case  of  our  cognitions 
of  space  and  its  various  relations.     As  they  are  both 
pure  forms  of  sensuous  intuition,  they  render  syn- 
thetical   1  p. 'positions  a  priori  possible.       But    these 
sources  of  knowledge  «  priori  (being  conditions  of 
our  Sensibility  only)  fix  their  asm  limits,  in  that  ti 
am   refer  to  objects  only  in  so  fur  as   they  arc  con- 
sidered as  phenomena,  but  cannot  represent  things 
as  they  are  by  themselves.     This  jMhff  f'"ly  f"'1'1  ini 

k     /which  they  are  valid  ;  beyond  tt  they  admit  .nf-nojV 
objective^  application.     This  peculiar  reality 
and  time,  however,  leaves  the   truthfulness  of  our 
experience  quite  untouched,  because  we  are  equally 
sure  of  it,  whether  these  forms  are  inherent  in  things 
by  tin H  or  by   necessity  in  our  intuition  of 

-^j^Tphem  only.     Those,  on  the  contrary,  who  maintain 
Hhe  aiwolute  reality  of  space  and  time,  whether  as 
subsisting  Or  only  as  inherent,  must  come  into  conflict 


& 
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th  the  principles  of_experience_itself.     For  if  they 


Spt  "*     -^     admit  space  arid  time  as  subsisting  (which  is  generally 
wjCr^~A   the   view  of  mathematical  students  of  nature)  they 
have  to  admit  two  eternal  infinite  and  self-sul  list- 
ing nonentities  (space  aud  time),  which  exist  without 


OF   TIME. 


35 


their  being  anything  real,  only  in  order  to  comprer^ .  . 
he  ml  all  that  is  real.  If  they  takejbe  second  [p^o.J^***/ 
view  (held  by  some  metaphysical  students  of  nature),o{ 

:   look  upon  space  anil  time  as  relations  _of_pl 
nomejja,  simultaneous  or  successive,  abstracted  fi< 
experience,  though   represented   coufusedly  in  their^ 
abstracted  form,  thev  are   obliged  to  deny  to  ma-,, 
thematical    propositions  a  priori  thjjir_  validity  with     /, 
regard  to  real   things  (for  instance  in  space),  or  at 
all  events  their  apodictic  certainty,  which  cannot  take 
place  <i  posteriori,  while  the,  a  priori  conceptions  of 
space  and  time  are,  according  to  their  opinion,  crea- 
tions of  our  imagination  only.      Their  source,  they 
hold,  must  really  be  looked  tor  in  experience,  imagina- 
tion framing  out  of  the  abstract  relations  of  ■ 
something  which  contains  the  general  character  of 
these    relations,    but    which    cannot    exist    without 
the  restrictions  which  nature  has  imposed  on  them. 
The  former  gain  so  much  that  they  keep  at  least 
the    spue-re    of   phenomena    free    for    mathematics] 
propositions ;    but,  as   soon   as    the   understanding 
endeavours  to  transcend  that  sphere,  tiny  become 
bewildered  by  these  very  conditions.  The  latter  have 
tliis  advantage  that  thoy  are  not  bewildered  by  tl 
representations  of  space  and  time  when   they   v.  Mi 
i"  form  judgments  of  objects,  not  as  phenomena,  but 
only  as  considered  by  the  understanding ;  but  (hey 
cm    neither    account   for   the    pQjgibJity   of   mathe- 
matical knowledge  a  priori  (there  being,  aco 
to  them,   no   true         I    objectively  valid   intuition 
a  priori),  nor  can  they  bring  the  propositions  of  ex- 
06  into  I  I'tnony  with  the  a  priori  doc- 

D  2 
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trines  of  mathematics.     According  to  our    [p.  41.] 
/theory  of  the  true  character  of  these  original  forms 
of  sensibility,  both  difficulties  vanish. 

Lastly,  that  transcendental  aesthetic  cannot  con- 
tain more  than  these  two  elements,  namely,  space 
and  time,  becomes  clear  from  the  fact  that  all  other 
concepts  belongingio-the^senses,  even  that  of  motion, 
which  combines  both,  presuppose  something  em- 
pirical. Motion  presupposeSTtlie  perception  of  some- 
thing moving.  In  space,  however,  considered  by 
itself,  there  is  nothing  that  moves.  Hence  that 
which  moves  must  be  something  which,  as  in  space, 
can  be  given  by  experience  only,  therefore  an  em- 
pirical datum.  On  the  same  ground,  transcendental 
esthetic  cannot  count  the  concept  of  change  among 
i,/  its  a  priori  data,  because  tijjieatselildije^jip^hange, 
'"fjl**"  ^^but  only  something  which  is  in  time.  For  this, 
»*•»■'**''  the  perception  of  something  existing  and  of  the 
succession  of  its  determinations,  in  other  words, 
experience,  is  required. 


GENERAL    OBSERVATIONS   ON 
TRANSCENDENTAL  ^ESTHETIC. 


I.- 


In  order  to  avoid  all  misapprehensions  it  will  be 
necessary,  first  of  all,  to  declare,  as  clearly  as  possible, 
what  is  our  view  with  regard  to  the  funda-  [p.  4*.] 
mental  nature  of  sensuous  knowledge. 

What   we   meant  to  say  was   this,  that  all  our  ''^vh- 
intuition  is  nothing  but  the  representation  of  pjje-    £  »,»«."* 
notnena ;    that   things    which,  we    see    arc  _  not  by      Ms** 
themselves   what__wo   gee,    nor    their   relations    by    ,  A'*"' 
themselves  such  as  they  appear  to  us,  so  that,  if  i^^tvt* 
we    drop    our  subject  or     the    subjective    form    of  ^..'' 
our  senses,  all  qualities,  all  relations  of  objects  in  ^» 
space    and   time,    nay   space    and    time   themselves, 
would   vanish.     They  cannot,    as    i  :ia,  existX 

by  themselves,  but   in    u»   otily.~f  It   remains  com-/ 
pletely  unknown    to   us  what   objects    may  be  by  y 
themselves  and   apart    from  the  "receptivity  of  our  / 
senses.     We  know  nothing  but  our  manner  of  per- 
ceiving them,  thai  manner  being  peculiar  to  us,  and 
not   n  rily  shared    in  by  eveiy  being,  though,  uo]\ 

doubt,  by  every  humjtn  being.  This  is  what  alone 
concerns  us.  Space  and  time  are  pure  forms  of  our 
intuition,  while  sensation  forms  its  matter.  What  we 
can  know  a  priori — before  all  real  intuition,  are  the 
forms  of  space  and  time,  which.  BW  therefore  called 
pure  intuition,  while  sensation  is  that  which  causes  I. 
ourknowledge  to  be  called  a  posteriori  knowledge,  [' 
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i.e.  empirical  intuition.  Whatever  our  sensation  may 
'he,  these  forma  are  nccesaarih?  inherent  in  it,  while 
sensations  themselves  may  l)e  of  the  most  different 
character.  Even  if  we  could  impart  the  [p.  43.] 
highest  degree  of  clearness  to  our  intuition,  we  should 
not  come  one  step  nearer  to  the  nature  of  objects  hy 
themselves.  We  should  know  our  mode  of  intuition. 
i.e.  our  sensibility,  more  completely,  hut  always  01 
the  indefeasible  conditions  of  space  and  time.  What 
the  ohjects  are  by  themselves  would  never  become 
known  to  us,  even  through  the  clearest  knowledge 
of  that  which  alone  is  given  us,  the  phenomenon. 

It  would  vitiate  the  concept  of  sensibility  and  phe- 
nomena, and  render  our  whole  doctrine  useless  and 
empty,  if  we  were  to  accept  the  view  (of  Leibniz  and 
Wolf),  that  our  whole  sensibility  is  really  but  a  r.  in- 
fused representation  of  things,  simply  containing  what 
belongs  to  them  by  themselves,  though  smotln n  ij 
under  an  accumulation  of  signs  (Merkmal)  and  partial 
concepts,  which  wo  do  not  consciously  disentangle. 
The  distinction  between  ^opfused  and  well-ordered 
representation  is  logical  only,  and  does  not  touch 
the  contents  of  our  knowledge.  TIiur  the  concept 
of  Right,  as  employed  by  people  of  common  sense, 
contains  neither  more  nor  less  than  the  subtlest 
speculation  can  draw  out  of  it,  only  that  in  the 
ordinary  practical  use  of  the  word  we  are  not  always 
conscious  of  the  manifold  ideas  contained  in  tli.it 
thought.  But  no  one  would  say  therefore  that  the 
ordinary  concept  of  Right  was  sensuous,  containing 
a  mere  phenomenon ;  for  Right  can  never  [p.  44.] 
become  a  phenomenon,  being  a  concept  of  the  under- 
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standing,  and  reprt-Henting  a  moral  quality  lielouging 
to  actions  I iy  themselves.     The  representation  of  a 
Body,  on  the  contrary,  contains  nothing  in  intuition 
that.  OOuld  belong  to  an  object  by  itself,  but  is  merely 
the  phenomenal    appearance  of  something,  ami   i 
manner  in  which   we  arc  affected  by    it.     T.frin  re- 
ceptivity of  our  knowledge  i*  railed  m>n«ibftitv    Even  I 
if  we  could  see  to  the  very  bottom  of  a  phenomenon,  .' 
it  would   remain  for  ever  altogether  different  from 
the  knowledge  of  the  thing  by  itself. 

This  shows  that  the  philosophy  of  Leibniz  and 
Wolf  has  given  a  totally  wrong  direction  to  all 
investigations    into    tin-    nature    and    origin    of   our 

\knowU-dge,  by  representing  the  difference  bctweenv 
(the   sensible    and    the    intelligible    as   logif-i]    only.  * 
That  difference  is  in  truth  trAnsmndentfl],     It  affects 
not  the~~furni  only,  us  luring  more  or  less  confused,  y) 
but  the  ™jffn  a"d  rftrtpntii;  so  that  by  our  sensil  ility 
we  do  not  know  the  nature  of  things  by  themselves 
confusedly  only,  but  not  all.     If  wo  drop  our  subjec- 
tive condition,  the    object,  as    represented   with  its 
qualities  bestowod  on  it  by  sensuous   intuition,  is 
nowhere  to  be  found,  and  cannot  possibly  be  found ; 
because  its  form,  as  phenomenal  appearance,  is  de- 
termined by  tli  preconditions. 

It  has  been  the  custom  to  distinguish  in  [p.  45.] 
phenomena  that  which  is  essentially  inherent  in 
their  intuition  and  is  recognised  by  every  human 
being,  from  that  which  belongs  to  their  intuition 
accidentally  only,  being  valid  not  for  sensibility  in 
general,  but  only  for  a  particular  position  and  or- 
ganisation of  this  or  that  sense.     In  that  case  the 
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former  kind  of  knowledge  is  said  to  represent  the 
/object  by  itself,  the  latter  ito  appearance  only.  But 
/(that  distinction  in  merely  empirical.  If,  as  generally 
happens,  people  arc  satisfied  with  that  distinction, 
without  again,  as  they  ought,  treating  the  first 
empirical  intuition  as  purely  phenomenal  also,  in 
which  nothing  can  be  found  belonging  to  the  tiling 
by  itself,  our  tninscgndanfal  H junction  jm  lost,  and 
we  bidievc  that  we  know  things  by  themselves, 
though  in  the  world  of  sense,  however  far  we  may 
carry  our  investigation,  we*"  can__never  have  any- 
thing before  us  but  mere  phenomena.  To  give  an 
illustration.  People  might  call  the  rainbow  a  mere 
phenomenal  appearance  during  a  sunny  shower,  bui 
the  rain  itself  the  thing  by  itself.  This  would  be 
quite  right,  physically  speaking,  and  taking  rain  as 
liing  which,  in  our  ordinary  experience  and 
under  all  possible  relations  to  our  senses,  can  Ik;  de- 
termined thus  and  thus  onlv  in  our  intuition.  But 
if  weiake_ttie.  empirical  in__general.  and  ask,  [p.  -|6.] 
without  Caring  whether  it  is  the  same  with  every 
particular  observer,  whether  ii  its  ;i  thing  by 

itself  (not  the  drops  of  raiu,  for  these  are  already,  as 
phenomena,  empirical  objects),  then  the  question  as_ 
to  the  relation  between  the  representation  and  the 
object  In  comes  1 1  am  c  -ndi  utal,  and  not  only  the  drops 
:ire  mere  phenomena,  but  even  their  round  shape, MJ 
even  the  space  in  which  they  fall,  are  nothing_by_ihem- 
selves,  but  only  modifications  or  fundamental  disposi- 
tions of  our  sensuous  intuition,  the  transcendental 
object  remaining  unknown  to  us. 
«     The  second  important  point  in  our  transcendental 


ON   TRANSCENDENTAL   /ESTHETIC. 


4» 


»-v 


» 


aesthetic  is,  that  it  should  not  only  gain  favour  as  a 
plausible,  hypothesis,  but  aayme  as  certain  and  on 
doubted  a  character  iu>  cau  be  demanded  of  any 
theory  which  is  to  serve  as  an  organum.  In  erode) 
to  make  this  certainty  self-evident  we  Bhall  select  a 
case  whieli  will  make  its  validity  palpable. 

Let  us  suppose  that  space  and  time  are  in  them- 
selves objective,  and  conditions  of  tin  |  1  ■  i  1  i t v  of 
things  by  themselves.  It  would  follow  that  there 
must  be  with  regard  to  both  a  large  number  of  a 
priori  apodietie  and  synthetical  propositions,  and 
particularly  with  regard  to  epace,  which  for  Ibis 
reason  we  shall  chiefly  investigate  here  as  an 
illustration.  As  the  ]n -positions  of  geometry  arc 
known  synthetically  a  priori,  and  with  apodietie  I 
certainty,  I  ask,  whence  do  you  take  such  pro-  \ 
is?  and  what  does  the  understanding  [p.  47.] 
rely  on  in  order  t<>  arrive  at  am  essary 

and  universally  valid  truths  I    There  is  no  other  way  r 
but  by  concepts  an<l  intuitions,  and  both  are  given 
either  a  priori  or  a  potierii^ri.     The  latter,  nan  • 
« in]  i iii  al  concepts,  as  well  as  the  empirical  intuition  \ 
on  which  they  are  founded,  cannot  yipld  npy  ^yn-  \ 
thetical  propositions  except  sn  ve  themselves     \ 

also  empirical  only,  that  is,  empirical  propositions^     / 
which  can  never  possess  that  necessity  ajuLabjwdute   / 
univeraality  which  are  cl  istic  of  all  go<  I 

propositions-     As   to   the  other  and  only  means  of 


arriving  at  such  knowledge  through  mere  concepts 
and    intuitions    «    priori,    it    must    be    clear    that/ 
only  an  .  but  no  synthetical   knowledge  can  J 

ever    be    derived    from    men-  concepts.       Take    till 
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proposition  that  two  straight  lines  cannot  enclose 
a  space  and  cannot  therefore  form  a  figure,  aud 
try  to  deduce  it  from  the  concept  of  straight  lines 
and  the  number  two ;  or  take  the  proposition  that 
with  three  straight  lines  it  is  possible  to  form  a 
figure,  and  try  to  deduce  that  from  those  concepts. 
All  your  labour  will  be  lost,  and  in  the  end  you  will 
he  obliged  to  have  recourse  to  intuition,  as  is  id 
(lone  in  geometry.  You  then  give  yourselves  an 
object  in  intuition.  But  of  what  kind  is  it  ?  [p.  4%.] 
B  DOTQ  intuition  a  priori  or  an  empirical  one  '. 
In  the  latter  ease,  you  would  never  arrive  at  a 
iiiversiiUy  valid,  .still  less  at  anapodietic  proposition,  I 

never  yield  such.     You  must 


as  given  a  priori  in  intui- 
.'ntbetical  proposition  on  that. 
It'  vim   did  not  possess  in  yourselves  the  power  of 
a  priori  intuition,  if  that  subjective  formal  condition 

were    not   at   the   same    time    the   general  condition 
a  priori  under  which  alone  the  object  of  that  (ex- 
ternal)  intuition  becomes    possible,   if,  in  fact,    the 
object  (the  triangle)  were  something  by  itself  without 
any  reference  to  a  subject,  how  could  you  say  that 
svwbat  exists  necessarily  in  your  subjective  conditions 
of  constructing  a  triangle,  belongs  of  necessity  to 
the  triangle  itseU  j    You  could  not  add  something 
entirely  new  (the  figure)  to  your  concepts  of  three 
lines,  something  which  should  of  necessity  belong  to 
the  object,  as  that  object  is  given  before  your  know- 
ledge of  it,  and  not  by  it.  v  If  therefore  space,  and 
Vtime  also,  were  not  pure  forms  of  your  intuition,  which 
'Jooutuius  the  a  priori  conditions  under  which  alone 
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things  can  become  external  objects  to  you,  while, 
without  that  subjective  condition,  they  are  nothing, 
you  could  not  predicate  anything_of  external  objeatefrj 
a  priori  and  synthetically.     It  is  therefore  beyond 
the  reach  of  doubt,  and  not  possible  only  or    [p.  49-] 
probable,   that    sp_ace_  and__time,    as    the    necessary 
conditions  of  all  experience,  external  and  internal, 
are   purely,  subjective  conditions  of-  nnr   intuition, 
and_  that,   with   reference   to  them,  all   things   are 
phenomena  only,  and  not  things  existing  by  them- 
selves in  such  or  such  wise.     Hence,  so  far  as  their  i 
form  is  concerned,  much  may  be  predicated  of  them." 
ajpWonVbut  nothing  whatever  of  the  things  by  them- 
selves on  which  these  phenomena  may  be  grounded '. 

1  Here  follows  in  the  Second  Edition,  Supplement  XI. 
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ELEMENTS  OF  TRANSCENDENTALISM. [p-s*] 

SECOND  PABT. 

TRANSCENDENTAL  LOGIC. 


INTRODUCTION. 

THE  IDEA  OF  A  TRANSCENDENTAL  LOGIC. 

I. 

Of  Logic  in  General. 

Our  knowledge  springs  from  two  fundamental 
sources  of  our  soul ;  the  first  receives  representations 
(receptivity  of  impressions),  the  second  is  the  power 
of  knowing  an  object  by  these  representations  (spon- 
taneity of  concepts^.  By  the  first  an  object  is  given 
us,  by  the  second  the  object  is  thought,  in  relation 
to  that  representation  which  is  a  mere  determination 
of  the  soul.  Intuition  therefore  aad  concepts  con- 
/fetitute  the  elements_of  all  our  knowledge,  so  that 
/  neither  concepts  without  an  intuition  corresponding 
* ' y  \to  them,  nor  intuition  without  concepts  can  yield 
any  real  knowledge. 

Both  are  either  pure  or  empirical.  They  are 
empirical  when  sensation,  presupposing  the  actual 
presence  of  the  object,  is  contained  in  it.  They  are 
pure  when  no  sensation  is  mixed  up  with  the  re- 
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presentation.     The  latter  may  be  called  the  material 
of  sensuous  kuowl  Pure   intuition    thereto 

contains  the  form  only  by  which  something    [p.  |i  | 
is  seen,  ami  pure^jjjjgerjtioii  (he  form  only  by  \\hn  h 
aa  object  is  thought-.     Pure  intuit; 
oepts  only  are  possible  a  priori,  empirical  intuitions 
and  empirical  concepts  a  putter* 

Wo  call  sensibility  this   receptivity  of  OUT  soul 
its  power  of  receiving  ropreaen  i* 

in  any  wise  affected,  while  the  undent 
contrary,  is  with   us  the   pov  p   iducing   re 

preBentations,  ox  the  spontaneity  of  knowledge 
are  so  constituted  that  OUT  intuition  must  llws 
sensuous,  and  consist  of  the  morlo  in  which  wi  uro' 
affected  by  objects.     What  «  -i tables  us  to^  think   the 
objects  of  our  sensuous  intuition   i*  the.  UDcUutU  I 
ing.     Neither  of  these  qualities  or  faculties,  is  pre- 
ferable  to  the  Other.     Without   sensibility  objects*, 
would   not  be  given    to  us,  without  understanding 
they  would  not  be  thought   by  us.     Tlu-< 
out  content*  are  empty,  intuition*  wtihout  concepts  are 
blind.     Therefore  it  is  equally  necessary  to  make  our 
concepts  sensuous,  i.e.  to  add  to  them  their  objeol 
intuition,  as  to  make  our  intuitions  i 
to  bring  them  under  concepts.    These  two  powers 
or  faculties  cannot  exchange  their  functions.    The 
understanding  cannot  see,  the  senses  cannot  think. 
By  their  anion  only  can  knowledge  be  prndu- 
But  this  is  no  reason  for  confounding  the  share  which 
belongs  to  each  in  the  production  of  knowledge.    On 
the  contrary,  they  should  always  be  can-fully    [p 
separated  and  distinguished,  and  we  have  therefore 
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divided  the  science  of  the    rules  of  sensibility  in 
general,  i.e.  aesthetic,  from  the  science  of  tlie  rules 
)\oi  the  understanding  in  general,  i.e.  logic. 

Logic  again  can  be  taken  in  bund  for  two  objects, 
cither  as  lu^ic  of  the  trencral  or  of  fr  particular  use 
of  the  understanding.  Th<f  former  contains  all  ne- 
cessary rules  of  thought  without  which  the  under- 
standing cannot  be-  used  at  .-ill.  It  treats  of  the 
understanding  without  any  regard  to  the:  diff«Tent 
objects  to  which  it  may  be  directed.  Logic  of  the 
particular  use  of  the  understanding  contains  rulea 
how  to  think  correctly  on  certain  classes  of  objei 
\  [The  former  may  In:  culled  Klomnlarff  Logic,  the 
latter  the  Onjaiuuii  of  this  or  that  science.  The 
latter  is  generally  taught  in  the  schools  as  a  pre- 
paration for  certain  sciences,  though,  according  to 
the  real  progress  of  the  human  understanding,  it 
is  the  latest  achievement,  which  does  nut  become 
possible  till  the  science  itself  is  nallv  made,  and 
requires  only  a  few  touches  for  its  correction  ami 
completion.     For  it  is  clear  that  the  objects  thern- 

( pelves  must  be  very  well  known  before  it  is  possible 
to  give  rules  according  to  which  a  science  of  them 
,    may  be  established. 

General  logifl  is  either  pure  or  applied.  In  [p. 53-] 
the  former  no  account  is  taken  of  any  empirical  con- 
ditions under  which  our  understanding  acts,  i.e.  of 
the  influence  of  the  senses,  the  play  of  imagina- 
tion, the  laws  of  memory,  the  force  of  habit,  the 
inclinations,  and  therefore  the  sources  of  prejudice 
also,  nor  of  anything  which  supplies  or  seems  to 
supply  particular  kinds  of  knowledge ;   for  all  this 
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applios  to  the  understanding  under  certain  circum- 
stances of  its  application  only,  and  requires  expe- 
rience as  a  condition  of  knowledge.      General  bjifa.  Im- 
pure logic  has  to  deal  with  principles  a  yrtori_ovly] 
and  is  a  canon  of  the  undertianding  <ttid  of  reason; 
though  with  reference  to  its  formal  application  only, 
irrespective  of  any  contents,  whether  empirical  or 
transcendental.     General  logic  is  called  applied,  if  it  1 1», 
refers  to  the  rules  of  the  use  of  our  understanding 
under  the  subjective  empirical  conditions  laid  down 
in  psychology.     It  therefore  contains  empirical  prin- 
ciples, yet  it  is  general,  because  referring  to  the  n 
of  the  understanding,  whatever  its  objects  may  be.    It ' 
is  neither  a  canon  of  the  undo  --landing  in  general  nor 
an  organum   of  any  particular  science,  hut  simply  a 
rail  art  icon  of  the  ordinal)  understanding, 

In  geueral  logic,  therefore,  that  part  which  is 
to  constitute  the  science  of  pure  reason  must  be 
entirely  separated  from  that  which  Tonus  [i>.  54.] 
applied,  but  for  all  that  still  general  logic.  Thj? 
fonni  1  j  [one  is  a  real  science,  though  short  and  dry, 
as  a  practical  exposition  of  an  elementary  science  of 
the  understanding  ought  to  be.  In  this  logicians 
should  never  loae  sight  of  two  rules  : — 

1.  As  jjeneral  logic  it  takes  no  account  of  the  con- 
tents of  the  knowledge  of  the  undn.-t. Hiding  nor  of 
the  difference  of  its  objects.  It  treats  of  nothing 
but  the  mere  form  of  thought. 

2.  As  pure  logic  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  em- 
pirical principles,  and  borrows  nothing  from  psycl 
logy  (sis  some  have  imagined),  because  psychology I 
has  no  influence  whatever  on  the  canon  of  the  undn 
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standing.     It  proceeds  1  v  way  of  demonstration,  and 
\V"verytlimg  in  it  must  be  completely  a  priori. 

What  I  call  applied  logic  (contrary  to  common 
usage  according  to  which  it  contains  certain  exercises 
on  the  rules  <»f  pure  logic)  is  a  representation  of  the 
— nn<1i-.tsit muling  and  of  the  rules  according  to  which 
it  is  necessarily  applied,  in  concrete^  «  »  'injer  the 
accidental^  conditions  of" 'he  -ulject|  which  DM 
hinder  or  help  its  application,  and  are  all  given 
empirically  only.  It  treats  oi~5ttention,  its-Impe- 
diments and  their  consequences,  the  sources  of  error, 
the  states  of  doubt,  hesitation  and  conviction,  etc.  and 
general  and  pure  logic  stands  to  it  in  the  same  [p.  55.] 
relation  as  pure  ethics,  which  treat  only  of  the  neces- 
sary moral  laws  of  a  free  will,  to  applied  ethics,  wl 
consider  these  laws  as  under  the  influence  of  sen- 
timents, inclinations  and  passions  to  which  all  human 
beings  are  more  or  less  subject.  This  can  never  con- 
stitute a  true  and  demonstrated  science,  because,  like 
applied  logic,  it  depends  on  empirical  and  psycho- 
logical^ principles. 


II. 

Of  Transcendental  Logic. 

General  logic,  as  we  saw,  takes  no  account  of  the 
contents  qf  knowledge,  i.e.  of  any  relation  between 
it  and  its  objects,  and  considers  the  logical  form  only 
in  the  relation  of  cognitions  to  each  other,  that  is, 
it  treats  of  the  form  of  thought  in  general.  But  as 
we  found,  when  treating  of  Transcendental  ./Esthetic, 
that  there  are  pure  as  well  as  empirical  intuitions, 
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it  is  jiossible  that  a  similar  distinction  might  appear 
between  pure  and  empirical  thinking.  In  this  case 
we  should  have  one  logic  in  which  the  contents  of 
knowledge  are  not  entirely  ignored,  while  that  logic 
which  contains  the  rules  of  pan  thought  only,  would 
exclude  all  knowledge  of  a  merely  empirical  cha- 
racter. It  would  also  treat  of  the  origin  of  our 
knowledge  of  objects,  ho  far  as  that  knowledge  is^ 
not  supplied  by  the  objects  themselves,  while  [jx.  56]/ 
general  logic  is  not  at  all  concerned  with  the  origin 
of  our  knowledge,  but  only  considers  representations, 
wli.-tlier  existing  originally  a  priori  in  ourselves  or 
inpirically  given  to  us,  according  to  the  laws  fol 
lowed  by  the  understanding,  when  thinking  and 
treating  them  in  their  relation  to  each  other.  It  is 
confined  therefore  to  the  form  imparted  by  the  under- 
lying to  the  representations,  whatever  may  be 
their  origin. 

And  here  I  make  a  remark  which  should  never  be 
lo6t  Bight  of  as  it  extends  its  influence  on  all  thatf/n 
ful lows.  (Not  every  kind  of  knowledge  a  priori 
should  be  Called  transcendental,  but  that  onlvjiy 
which  we  know  that  and  how  certain  representations  ^ 
(intuitional  or  conceptual)  can  be  used  or  are  possible 
a  priori  mily.  Neither  space  nor  any  a  priori  gcov 
metrical  determination  of  it  is  a  transcendental  re-< 
prcs  1  ;    but    that   knowledge   onjy  ia  right 

called  transcendental    which    teaches  us    thai,  these 
representations  cannot  be   of  empirical    origin,  s 
how  they  can  yet  refer  a  priori  to  objects  of 
l»ericnco.     The  application   of  space  1 
general    would   likewise- Jx?   transcendental 
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restricted  to  objects  of  sense,  it  is  empirical.  The 
distinction  between  transcendental  and  em-  [p.  57] 
pirical  belongs  therefore  to  the  critique  of  know- 
ledge, and  does  not  affect  the  relation  of  that  know- 
ledge to  its  objects. 

On  the  supposition  therefore  that  there  may  be 
con'  1  ving  an  a  priori  reference  to  objects,  not 

as  pure  or  sensuous  intuitions,  but  as  acts  of  pure 
thought,  being  concepts  in  fact,  but  neither  of  em- 
pirical nor  aesthetic  origin,  we  form  by  anticipation 
an  idea  of  a  science  of  that  knowledge  which  belongs 
to  the  pure  understanding  and  reason,  and  by  wbidh 
we    may    think    objects    entirely  a  priori.      Such    a 
science,  which  has  to  determine  the  origin,  the  ex- 
1  tent,  and  the  objective,  validity  of  such  knowledge, 
I  might  be  enllod  Trameenilimtnl  Jngici  having  to  deal 
I  «■'!■  t.l'p  lnwa  nf  the  m»nW>»  tending  and  reason  in  so 
I   &-»  ^"ly  »«  *1",y  —fop  tn  nhjtvia  „  ^,i-;,,>-;  and  not^as 
general  logic,  in  so  far  n«  thpy  w>ff»r  prnniiseiinindy_tn 
•  the  empirical  as  well  as  to  the  pure  knowledge  of 


reason. 


III. 


Of  the  Division  of  General  Logic  into  Analytic  and 

Dialectic. 

What  is  truth  ?  is  an  old  and  famous  question  by 

which  people  thought  they  could  drive  logicians  into 

a  corner,  and  either  make   them  take  refuge  in  a 

mere   circle1,   or    make    them   confess   their      [p.  58] 

ignorance  and  consequently  the  vanity  of  their  whole 

art.     The  nominal  definition  of  truth,  that  it  is  the 

/agreement  of  the  cognition  with  its  object,  is  granted. 

1  The  First  Edition  lias  Dialkle,  the  Second,  Dialexe. 
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What  i6  wanted  is  to  know  a  general  and  safe  crite- 
rion of  the  truth  of  any  and  every  kind  of  knowledge. 

It  is  a  great  and  necessary  proof  of  wisdom  and 
sagacity  to  know  what  questions  may  lie  reasonably 
asked.  For  if  a  question  is  absurd  in  itself  and  calls 
for  an  answer  where  there  is  no  answer,  it  does  not 
only  throw  disgrace  on  the  questioner,  but  often 
tempts  an  uncautious  listener  into  absurd  answer*, 
thus  presenting,  as  the  ancients  said,  tin-  spn-taele  <if 
one  person  milking  a  he-goat,  and  of  another  holding 
the  sieve. 

If  truth  consists  in  the  agreement  of  knowledge 
with  its  object,  that  object  must  thereby  be  dis- 
tinguished from  other  objects;  for  knowledge  is 
untrue  if  it  docs  not  agree  with  its  object,  I  bough  it 
contains  something  which  may  be  affirmed  of  other 

objects  also.  A  general  criterium  of  truth  ought  really  i 
to  bo  valid  with  regard  to  every  kind  of  knowledge, ' 
whatever  the  objects  may  be.  But  it  is  clear,  as  no 
account  is  thus  taken  of  thecontt'ut.s  "t*  knowledge  (re- 
lation to  its  object),  while  truth  concerns  these  vei 
contents,  that  it  is  impossible  and  absurd  to  ask  [p. 59] 
for  a  sign  of  the  truth  of  the  contents  of  that  know- 
ledge, and  that  therefore  a  sorloiani  and  at  the  same 

time  general  mark  of  truth  cannot  possibly  be  found. 
As  we  have  before  called  the  contents  of  knowledge 
its  material,  it  will  be  right  to  say  that  of  the  truth 
of  the  knowledge,  so  far  as  its  material  is  conoernnl, 
no  geueral  mark  can  be  demanded,  because  it  would 
be  self-contradictory. 

But,  when  we  speak  of  knowledge  with  1 
to  its  form  only,  without  taking  account  of 


\ 


5* 


TRANSCENDENTAL  LOGIC. 


<\ 


tents,  it  in  equally  clear  that  logic,  as  it  propounds 

/I  lu-  general  and  necessary  rules  of  the  understanding, 
must  furnish  in  these  rules  criteria  of  truth.  For 
whatever  contradicts  those  rules  is  false,  Ijecause  the 
underRtanding  would  thus  contradict  the  general 
rules  of  thought,  that  is,  itself.  These  criteria,  how- 
rever,  refer  only  to  the  form  of  truth  or  of  thought 
in  general.  They  are  quite  correct  so  far,  hut  they 
are  not  .sufficient.  For  although  our  knowledge  may 
he  in  accordance  with  logical  rule,  that  is,  way  not 
contradict  itself,  it  is  quite  jjoaaihle  that  it  may  be 
contradiction  with  its  olject.  Therefore  the  purely 
logical  criterium  of  truth,  namely,  the  agreement  of 
knowledge  with  the  general  and  formal  laws  -if  die 
understanding  and  reason,  is  no  doubt  a  conditio 
sine  qua  nou,  or  a  negative  condition  of  all  [p.  60] 
truth.  But  logic  can  go  no  further,  and  it  has  no 
test  for  discovering  error  with  regard  to  the  cont*  1 
and  not  the  form,  of  a  proposition. 

General  logic  resolves  the  whole  formal  action  of 
the  understanding  and  reason  into  its  elements,  and 
exhibits   them    as   principles   for  all   logical  criticism 

iof  our  knowledge.  This  part  of  logic  may  therefore 
he  called  ^««/y</c,  and  is  at  least  a  negative  test  of 
truth,  because  all  knowledge  must  first  be  examined 

rand  estimated,  so  far  as  its  form  is  concerned,  accord- 
ing to  these  rnhs.  bef]ye  it  is  itself  tested  according 
/to  its  contents,  in  order  to  see  whether  it  contains 
positive  truth  with  regard  to  its  object.  But  u  the 
mere  form  of  knowledge,  however  much  it  may  be 
in  agreement  with  logical  laws,  is  far  from  being 
sufficient  to  establish  the  material  or  objective  truth 
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of  our  knowledge,  no  one  can  venture  with  logic     / 
alone  to  judge  of  objects,  or  to  make  any  assertion, 
without  having  first  collected,  apart JYotn  logic,  trust- 1— I 
Worthy  information,  in  order  afterwards  to  attempt     \ 
its  application  and  connection   in  a  coherent  whole      ' 
according  to  logical  laws,  or,  still  better,  merely  to 
test  it  by  them.     However,  there  is  something  so 
tempting  in    this  specious  art  of  giving  to  all  our 
knowledge    the    form    of  the  understanding,  though 
being    utterly  ignorant   as   to  the  contents      [p.  61] 
thereof,  that  general  logic,  which  is  meant    to  Ik    m 
mere  canon  of  criticism,  has  been  employed  as  if  it 
were  an  organum,  for  the  real  production  ofatk  a 
the  semblance  of  objective  assertions,  ox,  more  truly. 
has  been  misemployed  for  that  purpose.    This  general 
logic,  which  assumes  the  semblance  of  an  organum,  is 
called  D 

Different  as  are  the  significations    in    which    the 
ancients  used  this   name   of  a  science  or  art,  it  is 
easy  to  gather   from   its  actual   employment  tl 
with  them  it  was  nothing  but  a  logic  of  semblai: 
It  was  n  sophistic  art  of  giving  to  one's  ignoraru  < . 
nay,  to  ones  intentional  casuistry,  the  outward  ap- 
'ance  of  truth,  by  imitating  the  accurate  method 
which  logic  B1W&1  -  requires,  and  by  using  its  topic 
as  a  cloak  for  every  empty  assertion.    Now  it  D 
be  taken  as  a  sure  and  very   useful  warning   that 
general  logic,  if  treated  as  an  organum,  is  ajwjtj 
an  illusive  logic,  that  is,   dialectical     For  as  logic 
lies  nothing  with  regard  to  the  contents  of  know- 
ledge, but  lays  down  the  formal  conditions  only  of  an 
agreement  with  the  understanding,  which,  so  fur  as 
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the  objects  are  concerned,  are  totally  indifferent, 
any  attempt  at  using  it  as  an  organnm  in  order  to 
extend  and  enlarge  our  knowledge,  at  least  in  ap- 
pearance, can  end  in  nothing  but  mere  talk,  [p.  6a] 
by  asserting  with  a  certain  plausibility  anything 
one  likes,  or,  if  one  likes,  denying  it. 

Such  instruction  is  quite  beneath  the  dignity  of 

philosophy.      Therefore    the   title    of  Dialectic    has 

/  rather  been  added  to  logic,  as  a  critique  ofdjalfifitical 

semblance ;    and  it  is  in  that  sense  that  we  also 

use  it. 

IV. 

Of  the  Division  of  Transcendental  Logic  into  Tran- 
scendental Analytic  and  Dialectic. 

In  transcendental  logic  we  isolate  the  understand- 
ing, as  before  in  transcendental  aesthetic  the  sen- 
sibility, and  fix  our  attention  on  that  part  of  thought 
only  which  has  its  origin_fintirely  in  the  understand- 
ing. The  application  of  this  pure  knowledge  has 
for  its  condition  that  objects  are  given  in  intuition, 
to  which  it  can  be  applied,  for  without  intuition  all 
our  knowledge  would  be  without  objects,  and  jt 
would  therefore  remain  entirely  empty.  That  part 
of  transcendental  logic  therefore  which  teaches  the 
elements  ofjthe  pure  knowledge  of  the  understand- 
.  ing,  and  the  principles  without  which  no  object  canfl 
be  ^thought,  ia^transcendental  Analytic,  and  at  the 
finmp  timo  a  login  nf  truth  No  knowledge  can  contra- 
dict it  without  losing  at  the  same  time  all  contents, 
that  is,  all  relation  to  any  object,  and  therefore  [p.  6j] 
all  truth.     But  as  it  is  very  tempting  to  use  this  pure 
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knowledge  of  Uie  understanding  and  its  principles  by 
themselves,  and  even  beyond  the  limits  of  all  expe- 
rience, which  alone  can  supply  the  material  or  the 
objects  to  which  those  pure  concepts  of  the  under- 
standing can  be  applied,  the  undersjflpding  runs  the 
risk  of  making,  through  mere  sophisms,  a.  material 
use  of  the  purely  formal  principles  of  the  pure  under- 
standing, and  thus  of  judging  indiscriminately  of 
objects  which  are  not  givenjto  -us,  nay,  perhaps  can 
never  be  given.  As  it  is  properly  meant  to  bo  a 
mere  canon  for  criticising  the  empirical  ma -of  the 
understanding,  it  is  a  real  abuse  if  it  is  allowed  as 
an  organum  of  its  general  and  unlimited  application, 
by  our  venturing,  with  the  pure  understanding  aloner-7 
to  jndge  synthetically  of  object*  jq  general  or  to/ 
affirm  and  decide  anything  a  Iflflt  them.  In  this  case  ^ 
the  employment  of  the  pure  understanding  would 
become  dialectical. 

The    second    part   of    transcendental    logic   must, 
therefore  form  a  critique  of  that  dialectical  semblance,  I 
and    is    called    transcendental    Dialectic,  not  as    any^'* 
art  of  producing  dogmatically  such  semblance  (an  art 
but  too  popular  with  many  metaphysical  jugglers), 
i  but  as  a  critique  of-  the  understanding  and  reason 
with  regard  to  their  hyperphysical  employment,  in 
order  thus    to    lay  bare  the    false  semblance  of  its 
groundless   pretensions,  and   to  reduce  its      [p.  6«] 
claims  to  discovery  and  expansion,  which  was  to  be 
achieved  by  means  of  transcendental  principles  only, 
to  a  mere  critique,  serving  as  a  protection  of 
pure  understanding  against  all  sophistical  illusior 
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First  Division. 


Transcendental  Analytic 

Transcendental  Analytic  consists  in  the  disjsfifi- 
tiojj^of  all  our  knowledge  a  priori  into  the  .elements 
which  constitute  the  knowledge  of  the  pure  under- 
standing. Four  points  are-  here  essential :  first,  that 
the  concepts  should  be  pure  and  not  empirical ; 
secondly,  that  they  should  not  belong  to  intuition 
and  sensibility,  but  to  thought  and  understanding ; 
thirdjy.  that  the  concepts  should  be  elementary  ami 
carefully  distinguished  from  derivative  or  composite 
concepts;  fourthly,  that  our  tables  should  be  com- 
plete and  that  they  should  cover  the  whole  field  of 
the  pure  understanding. 

This  completeness  of  a  science  cannot  be  confidently 
accepted  on  the  strength  of  a  mere  estimate,  or  by 
means  of  repeated  experiments  only ;  what  is  required 
for  it  is  an  idea  of  the  totality  of  the  a  i>riori 
knowledge  of  the  understanding,  and  a  classification 
of  the  concepts  based  upon  it ;  in  fact,  a  [p.  65] 
systematic  treatment.  Purj^  understanding  must  be 
distinguished,  not  merely  from  all  that  is  empirical, 
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but  even  from  all  sensibility.  It  constitutes  there- 
fore a  unity  independent  in  itself,  self-sufficient,  and 
not  to  be  increased  by  any  additions  from  with- 
out. The  sum  of  its  knowledge  must  constitute  a 
system,  comprehended  and  determined  by  one  idea, 
and  its  completeness  and  articulation  must  form  the 
test  of  the 'correctness  and  genuineness  of  its  com- 
ponent parts. 

This  part  of  transcendental  logic  consists  of  two 
books,  the  one  containing  the  concepts,  the  other  the 
principles  of  pure  understanding. 
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tents,  it  jh  equally  clear  that  logic,  as  it  propounds 

/  the  general  au<l  necessary  rules  of  the  understanding, 

must  furnish  in   these  rides  criteria  of  truth.     For 

whatever  contradicts  those  rules  is  false,  liecause  the 

understanding    would    thus    contradict    the    general 

rules  of  thought,  that  is,  itself.     These  crii'iiu  how- 

/cvor,  refer  only  to  the  form  of  truth  or  of  thought 

in  genera^    They  are  quite  correct  so  far,  hut  they 

are  not  sufficient.     For  although  our  knowledge  may 

he  in  accordance  with  logical  ride,  that  is,  may  not 

contradict  itself,  it  is  quite  j)ossihle  that  it  may  he 

in  contradiction  with  its  object    Therefore  the  purely 

ical  criterium  of  truth,  namely,  the  agreement  of 

knowledge  with  the  general  iiud  formal   laws  vf  the 

understanding  and  reason,  is   no  doubt   a  conditio 

I      sine  qua  non,  or  a  negative  condition  of  all    [p.  60] 

truth.     But  logic  can  go  no  further,  and  it  has  no 

test  for  discovering  error  with  regard  to  the  contents, 

and  not  the  form,  of  a  proposition. 

General  logic  resolves  the  whole  formal  action  of 
tlir  understanding  anil  reason  into  its  elements,  and 
exhibits   them    as   principles   for  all  logical  criticism 

1  of  our  knowledge.  This  part  of  logic  may  therefore 
be  called  Analytic,  and  is  at  least  a  negative  test  of 
truth,  because  all  knowledge  must  first  be  examined 
ami  estimated,  so  far  as  its  form  is  concerned,  accord- 
ing to  these  rules,  before  it  is  itself  tested  according 
/to  its  contents,  iu  order  to  see  whether  it  oOBtain 
positive  truth  with  regard  to  its  object.  But  as  the 
men  form  of  knowledge,  however  much  it  may  be 
in  agreement  with  logical  laws,  is  far  from  being 
sufficient  to  establish  the  material  or  objective  truth 
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of  our  knowledge*  DO  QDfi  can  venture  with  logic 
alone  to  judge  of  objects,  or  to  make  any  assertion, 
without  having  first  collected,  apart  from  logic,  trust- 
worthy  information,  in  order  afterwards  to  attempt 
its  application  and  connection  in  a  coherent  whole 
according  to  luteal  laws,  or,  still  better,  mcrel\  bo 
it  by  them.  However,  there  is  something  so 
tempting  in  this  specious  art  of  giving  to  all  our 
knowledge    the    form    of  the   understanding,  though 

being  utterly  ignorant  as  to  the  contents    [i>-6«] 

if,  that  general  logic,  which  is  mean!  to  be  a 
mere  canon  of  criticism,  has  been  employed  as  if  it 
wen  an  organum,  t*> -r  the  re.nl  production  i»f  at  least 
the  semblance  of  objective  assertions,  or,  more  truly. 
has  been  aueempL  lyed  Em  that  purpose.  This  general 
logic,  which  assumes  the  semblance  of  an  organum,  is 
called  Diabolic 

Different  as  are  the  significations    in   which   the 
ancients  used  this   name   of  a  science  or  art,  it  is 
easy  to  gather  from   its  actual   employment  thai 
with  them  it  was  nothing  but  a  logjc  of  semblance. 
It  was  a  sophistic  art  of  giving  to  one's  ignorance, 
nay,  to  one's  intentional  casuistry,  the  outward  ap- 
pearance of  truth,  by  imitating  the  accurate  method 
which  logic  always  requires,  and  by  usiug  its 
as  a  cloak  for  even-  empty  assertion.     Now  it  may 
be  taken  as  a  sure  and   very  useful  warning  th 
general  higic,  if  treated  as  an  organum, 
an  illusive  logic,  that  is,   dialectical.     For  as  logic 

teaches  Dothing  with  Began!  to  the  contents  of  know- 
ledge, but  lays  down  the  formul  conditions  only  of  an 
agreement  with  the  understanding,  which,  so  far  M 
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the  objects  are  concerned,  are  totally  indifferent, 
any  attempt  at  using  it  as  an  organmn  in  order  to 
extend  and  enlarge  our  knowledge,  at  least  in  ap- 
pearance, can  end  in  nothing  but  mere  talk,  [p.<>*] 
by  asserting  with  a  certain  plausibility  anything 
one  likes,  or,  if  one  likes,  denying  it. 

Such  instruction  is  quit,    beneath  the  dignity  of 

philosophy.      Therefore    the    title    of  Dialectic    has 

'  rather  been  added  to  logic,  as  a  critique  ofjialectical 

semblance ;    and  it  is  in    that    sense  that  we  also 


use  it. 


rv. 


Of  the  Division  of  Transcendent  a!  Lor/ic  into  Tran- 
scendental Analytic  and  Dialectic. 

In  transcendental  logic  we  isolate  the  understand 
ing,    as  before  in  transcendental  aesthetic  the  sen- 
sibility, and  fix  our  attention  on  that  part  of  though) 
only  which  has  its  origin  entin  Iv  in  the  understand' 
ing.     The  application  of  this    pure  knowledge    has 
for  its  condition  that  objects  are  given  in  intuition, 
to  which  it  can  be  applied,  for  without  intuition  all 
our   knowledge    would    be   without   objects,   and  it 
would  therefore  remain  entirely  empty.    That  part 
of  transcendental  logic  therefore  which  teaches  the 
elements  of  the  pure  knowledge  of  the  understand- 
ing, and  the  principles  without  which  no  object  cany 
i  bo  .thought,  is^transccjisleiital  Analytic,  and  at  the 
I  samp  tinia-a  logjojoi-truth.  No  knowledge  can  contra- 
dict it  without  losing  at  the  same  time  all  contents, 
that  is,  all  relation  to  any  object,  and  therefore     [p.  f>i) 
all  truth.     But  as  it  is  very  tempting  to  use  this  pure 
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knowledge  of  the  understanding  and  its  principles  by 
themselves,  and  even  beyond  the  limits  of  all  expe- 
rience, which  alone  can  supply  the  material  or  the 
objects  to  which  those  pure  concepts  of  the  under- 
standing can  be  applied,  the  undepjtajid.'"ff  "■"«■  the 
risk  of_making,  through  mere  sophisms,  a^material 

a  of  the  purely  formal  principles  of  the  pure  under- 
standing, and    thus    of  judging  indiscriminately  of  1 
objects  which  are  not  given_to,~us,  nay,  perhaps  can 
never  be  given.     As  it  is   properly  meant  to  be  a 
mere  canon  for  criticising  the  empirical  u**-  of  the 
understanding,  it  is_a  real  abuse  if  it  is  allowed  as 
au  orgauum  of  its  general  and  unlimited  application, 
by  our  venturing,  with  the  pure  understanding  alonep-^ 
to  judge  synthetically  of  object*  in  general,  or  to/ 
affirm  and  decide  anything  about  them.     In  this  case. 
the  employment  of  the  pure  understanding  would 
become  dialectical. 

The  second  part  of  transcendental  logic  must. 
therefore  forma  critique  of  that  dialectical  semblance,!' ,a 
and  is  called  transcendental  Dialectic,  not  as  anyp*** 
art  of  producing  dogmatically  such  semblance  (an  art 
but  too  popular  with  many  metaphysical  jugglers), 
I  but  as_a  critique  of  the  understanding  :  i  i . .. 
with  regard  to  their  hyjierphysical  employment,  in 
order  thus  to  lay  bare  the  false  semblance  of  its 
groundless  pretensions,  and  to  reduce  its  [p.  64] 
claims  to  discovery  and  expansion,  which  was  to  be 
achieved  by  means  of  transcendental  principles  only, 
to  a  mere  critique,  serving  as  a  protection  of 
pure  understanding  against  all  sophistical Tulusioi' 
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TRANSCENDENTAL   LOGIC. 


First  Division. 


Transcendental  Analytic. 

Transcendental  Analytic  consist*  in  the  dissj 
tion_of  all  our  knowledge  a  priori  into  the  eleme 
which  constitute  the  knowledge  of  the  pure  utx 
standing.  Four  points  arc  here  essential :  first,  t 
the  concepts  should  be  pure  and  not  empirif 
sccjuidly,  that  they  should  not  belong  to  infer 
and  sensibility,  but  to  thought  and  understand 
thirdly,  that  the  concepts  should  be  elementary 
carefully  distinguished  from  derivative  or  comj 
concepts;  fourthly,  that  our  tables  should  be 
plete  and  that  they  should  cover  the  whole  1 
the  pure  understanding. 

This  completeness  of  a  science  cannot  be  con! 
accepted  on  the  strength  of  a  mere  estimate 
means  of  repeated  experiments  only ;  what  is 
for  it  is  an   idea  of  the  totality  of  the 
knowledge  of  the  understanding,  and  a  das 
of  the  concepts    Iwised  upon  it ;    in  fact,  j 
systematic  treatment.     I'urj^  understanding 
distinguished,  not  merely  from  all  that  is 
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but  even  from  all  sensibility.  It  constitutes  there- 
fore a  unity  independent  in  itself,  self-sufficient,  and 
not  to  be  increased  by  any  additions  from  with- 
out. The  sum  of  its  knowledge  must  constitute  a 
system,  comprehended  and  determined  by  one  idea, 
and  its  completeness  and  articulation  must  form  the 
test  of  the  "correctness  and  genuineness  of  its  com- 
ponent parts. 

This  part  of  transcendental  logic  consists  of  two 
books,  the  one  containing  the  concepts,  the  other  the 
principles  of  pure  understanding. 
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BOOK  I. 


ANALYTIC    OF   CONCEPTS. 


By  Analytic  of  concepts  I j^fljiot  undejajand  their 
analysis,  or  the  ordinary  process  in  philosophical  dis- 
quisitions of  dissecting  any  given  concepts  according 
to  their  contents,  And  thus  rendering  them  more  dis- 
tinct ;  but  aJiitherto  seldom  attempted  dissection  of 
*  i.  thefaculty  of  the  "ndfirgfopdingr  jtgelf,  with  the  sole 
oJyect^ilisi^Yexing  the  possibjlii^of  concepts  a  priori, 
by  looking  for  them  nowhere  but  in  the  un-  [p.  66] 
derstanding  itself  as  their  birthplace,  and  analysing 
the  pure  use  of  the  understanding.  This_is  the 
propfir__task_of  a  transcendental  philosophy,  all  the 
rest  is  mere  logical  treatment  of  concepts.  We  shall 
therefore  follow  up  the  pure  concepts  to  their  first 
germs  and  beginnings  in  the  human  understanding, 
in  which  they  lie  prepared,  till  at  last,  on  the  occa- 
sion of  experience,  they  become  developed,  and  are 
represented  by  the  same  understanding  in  their  full 
purity,  freed  from  all  inherent  empirical  conditions. 


.' 
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CHAPTER    I. 


V.l*V 


METHOD    OF   DISCOVERING    ALL   PURE   CONCEPTS 
OF  THE   UNDERSTANDING. 

When  we  watch  any  faculty  of  knowledge,  different 
concepts,  characteristic  of  that  faculty,  manifest  them- 
selves according  to  different  circumstances,  which,  as 
the  observation  has  been  carried  on  for  a  longer  or 
sliurter  time,  or  with  more  or  less  accuracy,  may  be 
gathered  up  into  ;i  more  or  less  complete  collection. 
Where  this  collection  will  be  complete,  it  is  impossible 
to  my  beforehand,  when  we  follow  this  almost  mecha- 
nical process.  Concepts  thus  discovered  fortuitously 
only,  i>osses8  neither  order  nor  systematic  unity,  [p.  67] 
but  are  paired  in  the  end  according  to  similarities,  ami, 
according  to  their  contents,  arranged  as  more  or  less 
complex  iu  variutis  series,  which  are  nothing  |ps?  than 

t«matieal,  though  to  a  certain  extent  put  together 

MirllLM,li.-:i|Iy. 

Transcendental     ph  has    the    adv;tnt;ige. 

but  also  tlte  duty  of  discovering   ite  concepts  ac- 

<  ling,  to  a  fixed,  principle.  As  they  spring  purr 
and  unmixed  from  the  understanding  as  an  absolute 
unity,  they  must  be  conna  te  l  with  each  other, 
according  to  tw£_ooncept  or  idea.  This  connection 
supplies  ns  at  the  same  time  with  a  rule,  accord- 
ing to  which  the  place  of  each   pure  concept  of 

the  understanding  and  the  systematical  completeness 


Ill 
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of  all  of  them  can  be  determined  «  priori,  instead  of 
being  dependenl  on  arbitrary  choice  or  chance. 

TRANSt'lM'lMM.     METHOD    OF    TIIE     DISCOVERY 
OF    ALL     PURE     CONCEPTS    OF    THE     UNDER- 

stwding. 

Snanoa  I. 

Of  the  Logical  U»e  of  tin-  I ' iitlftretandintj  in  general. 

We  hare  before  defined  the  understanding  ne- 
gatively only,  aga  non-eenauoua  faulty  of  ltnmv- 
l  ledge.  As  without  sensibility  we  cannot  have  any 
intuition,  it  isclearjtbat  the  'iinlrvi.ii/.iMj  i,.  [p.  68] 
not  a  faculty  of  intuition.  Besides  intuition,  how  ever, 
1  then;  is  no  otbickiiid  of  knowledge  except  by  means 
of  concepts.  Th^eJiiiaivledgG  therefore  of  ever) 
JBtandin^,  oral  least  of  the  human  undei  standing,  must 
i»ir,i(*'bc  by  means  of  concepts,  not  intuitive,  butdisciirsiye. 
g^J^J  .1  1  AH  intuitions,  being  sensuous,  depend  on  aftecUonsJ 
,^'  ,/ concepts  on_^jjjjitions.     By  this  function  I  tin Before 

.  .»-',lv»uwul"^n-'  unity  of  t  he  sict  of  arranging  different  rcpre-} 


Y  V^O         sensuous  intuitu ms  on  thfl  receptivity  of  impression^ 

^  t^P  '        The  only  uae  which  the  understanding  cau  make  of 

k  i*   these  concepts  is  to  form  judgments  by  them.    As  no 

.representation,  except  the  intuitional,  refers  imme- 

fdiately  to  an  object,  no  concept  is  ever  referred  to  an 

jobjectiaunediately,  but  to  some  other  representation 

<>f  it,  whether  it  be__an_intuitiou,  or  itself_a  concept. 

i  A  judgment  is  therefore  a  mediate  knqwjtdge  gf_nn 

*X    v  object,  or\a  representation  of  a  representation  of  it. 
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In  every  judgment  we  find  a  _ concept  •']>!  lying  to 
inany,  and  comprebesding  among  the  many  one  single  "7 
representation,  which  is  referred  immediately  1q  ihe 
object.     Tims  in  the  judgment  that  ell    bodies  are 
divi^il.l.'  '.  i  •  ■!'  .livisiblo  applies  to  various 

other  concepts,  but  is ibefe  applied  in  particular  to 
the  concept  ofApdy,  ana  this  concept  <itc  body  to 
certain  phenomena  of  our  experience.  These  [p.  69] 
objects  therefore  are  represented  mediately  by  the 
ooncspt of divisibility.    All  pidgmentw^hci  re'/ 

functions  of  unity  among  our  representations,  the  ' 
knowlcdge_fl£_an  object  being  brought  about,  nol  by 
an  immediato-iepresentittion,  but_bx-a-lugbi>r  one,  •" 
comprehending  this  and  several  others,  so  that  DOS! 
possible  cognitions  are  collected  into  one.     As  all  acts 
o£_the  understanding  can  be  reduced  to  judgments^ 
the  iiii.l.i   t. idling   may  l.e  defined   as  fhi  favuli:,     ;' 

l<fin&     tor  we  saw  that .the  un 

is  the  faculty  of  thinking, and  thinking  is  km  wledgc  \ 
hy  m^nn  of  concepts,  while  col  is  predicate* 

;.l  possible  judgments,  refer  to  some  representation 
of  an  object  yel  undetermined.  Thus  the  com  j  1  of 
body  mesne  something,  for  instance,  metal,  which 
can  be  known  by  that  concept.  It  is  only  a  con-/ 
ccpt,  because  it  comprehends  other  represented 
by  means  of  which  it  can  be  referred  to  objects.  It 
is  therefore  the  predicate  of  a  possible  judgment) 
such  as,  that  <  Eft)  18  a  body.     Thus  the  fin  c 

tJOOfl  of  the  urn  1  their 

oooipletcuess,  if  it  is  possible  to  repp  iino- 

'  VerAmUrlith  in  thv  Firat  K<liiiini  U  rightly  corrected  iuto  thmt- 
bar  in  later  etlitiuun. 


n 
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I  s  lions  of  unity  in  judgment*.     That  this  is  possible 
will  bo  seen  in  the  following  section. 


METHOD   OF   THE    DISCOVERS   OF   ALL    PUBS 

CONCEITS  OF  THE  UXDEKSTANDIXO.      [p.  70] 

Section  II. 
Of  the  Logical  Function  of  the  Underntanding  in 

Tm/iiim  ii/ti. 

If  we  leave  out  of  consideration  the  contentojof 
any  judgment  and  fix  our  attention  on  the  mere  form 
of  the  understanding,  we  find  that  the  Timet  ion  of 
thought  in  a  judgment  can  be  brought  under  four 
heada^each  of  them  with  three  subdivisions.  They 
may  be  represented  in  the  following  table — 


>* 


II. 

Qwility. 

Affirmative.  *  * 
Negative.  1'  ► 
Iuliuitc 


Quantity  of  judgments.  y/*^ 

*■"    Universal.  \  ** 

Particular.      *** 
Singular.^ 


s* 


IV. 

Modality. 
v*»  *~\  ^Problematical.    **»f  ••< 
i  •  *  Assertory. 


1  • 


III. 
li'lulion. 
Categorical. 
Hypothetical '1    *«* 
Disjunctivo-  «•' 


As  this  classification  may  seem  to  differ  in  some, 
though  not  very  essential  points,  from  the  usual 
technicalities  of  logicians,  the  following  re-  [p.  71] 
servations  against  any  possible  misunderstanding  will 
not  bo  out  of  place. 
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i.  Logicians  are  quite  right  in  saying  that  in  using  < 
judgments  in  syllogisms,  singular,  judgments  may  be 
treated^ like  universal  ones.  For  GU9  they  liave  no 
extent  at  all,  the  predicate  cannot  refer  to  part  only 
of  that  which  is  contained  in  the  concept  of  the  sub- 
ject, and  be  excluded  from  the  test    The  predicate 

is  valid  therefore  of  that  concept,  •••.  ithout  any  ex- 
ception, as  if  it  were  a  general  concept,  having  an 
extent  to  the  whole  of  which  the  predicate  applies. 
But  if  we  compare  a  singular  with  a  general  judg- 
ment, looking  only  at  the  quantity  of  knowledge* 
conveyed  J>y  it,  that  knowledge  stands  to  the  other 
(conveyed  in  a  universal  judgment)  as  unity  to  in- 
finity, and  is  therefore  ess_ejiimHy  different  from  it. 
It  is  therefore,  when  wo  consider  a  singular  judgment 
(judicium  singulare),  not  only  according  to  its  own 
validity,  but  according  to  the  quantity  of  knowledge 
which  it  convoys,  as  compared  tfitffother  kinds  of 
knowledge,  that  we  see  how  different  it  is  from  general 
judgments  (judicia  oommunia),  and  how  well  it  de- 
serves a  separate  place  in  a  complete  table  "f  tho 
varieties  of  thought  in  general,  though  not  in^a  logic  ,  1 
limited  to  the  use  of  judgments  in  reference  to  each  ' ' 
other.. 

2.  In  like  manner  infinite  judgments  must,  in 
transcendental  logic,  be  distinguished  from  affirmative 
ones,  though  in  general  logic  they  are  properly  classed 
together,  and  do  not  constitute  a  separate  [v-  7'] 
put  in  the  classification.  General  logic  takes  nb 
account  of  the  contents  of  the  predicate  (though  it  be 
negative),  it  only  asks  whether  the  predicate  be 
affirmed  or  denied.     Transcendental   logic,   OH    the 


1 
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r  ntrarv,   < 


n  judgment    according  to    the 

m tents  of  a  logical  affirmation  by 

7  |ficaii8  oTa  purely  negative  predicate,  and  asks  how 

nm.li  is  gained  \n  that  affirmation,  with  reference  to 

the  sum  total  ojUsnowledge.  had  said  of  tl»e 


.       tivaiuu  aiao  or 


soid.  that  it  is  not  mortal,  I  should,  by  means  of  a  v 
negative  judgment,  have  at  least  warded  off  an  error.  ^ 
Now  it  is  true  that,  so  far  as  the  logical  form  is  con-  "^ 
cerued,  I  have  really  affirmed  something  by  saying 
that  the  soul  is  TIoT  mortal,  because  I  thus  place  tl 


'soul  in  "flu-  unlimited  sphere  of  immortal  beings. 
the  mortal  forma  0B6  pail,  01  the  whole  SphttM  of 
possible  beings,  the  immortal  the  otherfTnive 
no  more  l_>y  my  ]>roposition  Uian  that_Uifi_aoul  is  one 
of  the  infinite  nuiuberof  things  which  rejuoin,  when  I 
take  away  alf""that_is  mortal.    But  by  this  f  In •  infinite 

< sphere  of  ajHhat  is  possible  K.voiues  limited  only  in 
so  far  that  all  that  is  mortal  is  excluded  from  it,  and 
that  afterwards  the  soul  is  placed  in  the  remaining 
part  of  its  original  extent.     This  part,  however,  even 
after  its  limitation,  a\,\\\  remains  infinite,  and  several 
■ten  parts  of  it  may  be  taken  away  without  extending 
thereby  in  the  le.'ist  the  concept  of  the  soul,     [p.  73] 
or  affirmatively  determining  it.     nieee_jiidgments, 
therefore,  though. infinite  in  respect  "to  their  logical 
'.are.  with  respect  to  their  _cont§nts,  limits  iv< 
\  ojjjy,  and  cannot  therefore  be  passed  over  in  a  tran- 
scendental table  of  all  varieties  of  thought  in  judg- 
ments, it  being  quite  possible  that  the  funclkjn  of  the 
understanding  exercised  in  them  may  become  of  great 
importance  in  the  field  of  its  pure  a  priori  knowledge. 
3.  The  following  are  all  the  relations  of  thought  in 
judgments: — 
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c, 


a.  Relation  of  the  predicate  to  the  subject. 

b.  Relation  of  the  cause  to  its  effect 

c.  Relation  of  subdivided  knowledge,  and  of  tin- 
collected  members  of  the  subdivision  to  each  other. 

In  .the  first  class  of  judgments  we  consider  Jjj&> 
concepts,  in  the  second  twojudgments,  in  tbe_ihird 
seven  1  judgments  in  their  relation  to  each  other. 
The  Jvypo^yc^_flropo8ition.  if  perfect  justice  exists,  ^. 
the"  obstinately  wicked  is  punished.  <••  gt aim  reajlv  #l 
the  relation  of  two  propositions^  namely,  there  is  a 
I  .erfect  justice,  and  the  obstinately  wicked  is  punished. 
Whether  both  these  propositions  are  true  remains 
unsettled.  It  is  only  the  consequence  which  is  laid 
down  by  this  judgment 

The  disjunctive  judgment  contains  the  relation  of 
two  or  more  propositions  to  each  other,  but  not  as  a 
consequence,  but  in  the  form  of  a  logical  opposition. 
of  the  one  excluding  the  sphere  of  the 
other,  and  at  the  same  time  in  the  form  of  community, 
all  the  propositions  together  filling  the  whole  sphere 
of  the  intended  knowledge.  The  disjunctive  [p.  7<] 
judgment  contains  therefore  a_  relation  of  the  parts 
of  the  whole  sphere  of  a  given  knowledge,  in  which 
the  sphere  of  each  part  forms  the  complement  of  the 
sphere  of  the  other,  all  being  contained  within  the 
whole  sphere  of  the  subdivided  knowledge, 
say,  for  instance,  the  world  exists  either  by  blind 
chance,  or  by  internal  necessity,  or  by  an  external 
cause.  Each  of  these  sentences  occupies  a  part  of  the 
sphere  of  all  possible  knowledge  with  regard  to  tlio 
existence  of  the  world,  while  all  together  occupy  the 
whole  sphere.    To  take  away  the  knowledge  from 

vol.  11.  p 
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one  of  these  spheres  is  the  same  as  to  place  it  into 
one  of  the  other  spheres,  and  to  place  it  in  one  sphere 
is  the  same  as  to  take  it  away  from  the  othem  There 
exists  therefore  in  disjunctive  judgments  a  certain 
community  of  the  different  divisions  "t'  knowledge,  so 
that  they  mutual lv  exclude  each  other  and. yet  thereby 
determine  in  their  totality  the  true  knowledge,  be- 
cause, if  taken  together,  they  constitute  the  whole 
contents  of  one  given  knowledge.  This  is  all  I  have 
to  observe  here  for  the  sake  of  what  is  to  follow 
hereafter. 

4.  The  modality  of  judgments  is  a  very  peculiar 

Junction,  for  it  contributes  nothing  to  the  contents  of 

h  **?     a  judgment  (because,  besides  quantity,  quality,  and  re- 

f    ,v"^-     lation,  there  is  nothing  else  that  could  constitute  the 

*^,.» '  \>'  '?'  contents  of  a  judgment),  but  refers  only  to  the  nature 

'y         of  the  copula  in  relation  to  thought  in  general.     Pro-  * ' 
«•.,,,"  blematicaJ  judgments  are  those  in  which  affirmation  or 

negation  are  taken  as  possible  (optional)  only,  while  in 

►  2  assertory  judgments  affirmation  or  negation  is  taken 
as  real  (true) *in  apodictic  as  necessary'.  Thus  [p. 75] 
the  two  judgments,  the  relation  of  which  constitutes 
the  hypothetical  judgment  (antecedens  et  consequent) 
and  the  reciprocal  relatiou  of  which  forms  the  disjunc- 
tive judgment  (members  of  subdivision)  are  always 
problernaticalonly.     In  the  example  given  above,  the  As. 

...  •*■  il    .    .  "<  1*       ,     •         .  -  _s^— - ■"""  ■         ™ T"*"    •*!' 


proposition,  there  exists  a  perfect  justice:  is  not  made 
as  an  assertory,  but  only  as  an  optional  judgment, 
which  may  be  accepted  or  not,  the  consequence  only 

1  Ax  if  in  tin-  first,  thought  were  a  function  of  the  understanding, 
in  the  second,  of  the  fuculty  of  judgment,  in  the  third,  of  reason  ; 
n  remark  which  will  receive  its  elucidation  in  the  sequel 


,y 
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being  assertory.  It  is  clear  therefore  that  some  of 
tliesejudgnients  may  be  wrong,  and  may  yeU  if  taken 
problematically,  contain  tin-  conditions  of  the  know- 
ledge of  truth.  Thus,  in  our  disjunctive  judgment, 
one  of  its  component  judgments,  namely,  the  world 
BUI  by  blind  chance,  has  a  problematical  meaning 
only,  on  the  suj 'position  that  some  one  might  for  one 
moment  take  such  a  view,  but  serves,  at  the  same 
time,  like  the  indication  of  a  false  road  among  all  the 
roads  that  might  be  taken,  to  find  out  the  true  one. 


•,■ 


vw. 


The  problgniaiicftl  proposition  is  therefore  that  which  . 
expresses    logical    (not    objective)    possibility    only,  J  fl/j 
that  is,  a  free    choice  of  admitting  such    a   propo- 
sition, and  a  purely  optional  admission  of  it  into  the 
understanding.     The    assertory    proposition    implies 
logical  reality  or  truth.    Thus,  for  instance,  in  a  hy- 
pothetical   syllogism  the  antecedens  in  the      [p.  76], 
major  is  problematical,  in  the  minor  assertory,  show- 
ing that  the  proposition  conforms  to  the  understand- 
ing according  to  its  laws.     The  apodjctic  proposition  V<"*"* 
represents  the  assertory  asdetermjned  by  these  v. 
I  'laws  ofjthe  understanding,  and  therefore  as  assert  • 
a  priori,  and  thus  expresses  logjffll  mwwMifcy.     As  in 
this  manner  everything  is  arranged  step  by  step  in 
the  understanding,  inasmuch  as  we  l>cgin  with  judg- 
ing  problematically,  then    proceed  to  .an    assejlojy 
acceptation,  and  finally  maintain  our  proposition  as 
Uv   united  with   the   uiulen-tauiliug,  that   is 
as  necessary  and  apdictic,  we  may  be  idlowed  to  call 
these  throe  functions  of  modality  so  many  vaxieti« n 
or  momenta  of  thought. 


r  2 
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METHOD  OF  THE  DISCOVERY  OF  ALL  PURE 
CONCEPTS  OF  THE  UNDERSTANDING. 

Section  III. 

Of  the  Pure  Concept  of  the  Understanding,  or  of 
tin1  Categories. 

General  logic,  as  we  have  often  said,  taken  no 
account  of  the  content*  of  our  knowledge,  but 
expects  that  representations  will  come  from  else- 
where in  order  to  be  turned  into  com-epjs.  by  an 
analytical  process.  Transcendental  logic,  on  the 
contrary,  has  before  it  the  manifold  content*  of 
sensibility  a  iiriori,  supplied  by  trans-  [p.  77] 
oeudcntal  aesthetic  as  the  material  for  the  concept* 
of  the  pure  understanding,  without  which  those 
concepts  would  be  without  any  contents,  therefore 
entirely  empty.  It  is  true  that  space  and  time 
contain  what  is  manifold  in  the  pure  intuition  a 
priori,  but  they  belong  also  to  the  cojidit'^n^  of  fix 
receptivity  of  our  mind  under  which  alone  it  can 
receive  representations  of  objects,  and  which  there- 
/fore  must  affect  the  concepts  of  them  also.  The 
spontaneity  of  our  thought  requires    that  what  is 

^manifold  in  the   pure    intuition  should    l'n>(    bfi    ill 
,♦>♦***  V/ a  cer*am   way_ examined.  revived   and   connected, 

/    in  order  to  produce  a  knowledge  of  it.     This  act  I 

V^call  »ynthes%8. 

In  its  most  general  sense,  I  understand  by  syiw 

thesis  the  act  of  arranging  different  representations 

I  together,  and  of  comprehending  what  is  manifold  in 

lthi~ 


^ 


jAJ^     I  them  uuder  one  fonn  of  knowledge.     Such  a  syu- 
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thesis  is  pure,  if  the  manifold  h  n»t  given  empirically, 
but  a  priori  (as  in  time,  and  .space).  Before  we  can 
proceed  to  an  analysis  of  our  representations,  the  a 
must  first  lie  given,  and,  as  far  as  their  contents  an 
coii'  no  concepts  can  arise  analytically.    Know- 

ledge  is  first  produced  by  the  synthesis  of  what  is  _ 
manifold  (whether  given  empirically  or  a  priori). 
That  knowledge  may  at  first  be  crude  and  confused 
and  in  need  of  analysis,  but  it  is  synthesis  which, 
r paHy  collects  the  elements  of  knowledge,  and  unites' 
thorn  to  a  pertain  extent  It  ia  then-fore  the  [p.  78] 
first  tiling  which  we  have  to  consider,  if  we  want  to 
form  an  opinion  on  the  first  origin  of  onr  knowledge. 

We  shall  m    hereafter  that  synthesis  in  general  is. 
the  merc_jcsidj,  of  what  I  call  the  faculty  of  irnagin-  \r*1 
ation,  a  blind  but  indispensable  function  of  the  soul. 
without  which  we  should  have  no  knowledge  what- 
soever, but  of  the  existence  of  which  we  are  scarcely 
conscious.     But  to  reduce  this  synthesis  to  concept*  1 
it  a  function  that  belongs  to  the  omflerstapding,  and  ' 
by  which  the  understanding  supplies  us  for  the  first 
time  with  kuowledgi 

Pure  synthesis  in  its  most  general  meaniug  gj 
us  the  pure  concept  of  the  understanding.     By  this 
pure  synthesis    I   mean    tliat   which   rente  on   the 
foundation  of  what  I  call  synthetical  unity  a  j.rinri 
Thus  our  counting  (as  we  best  perceive  when  deali< 
with  higher  numbers)  is  a  synthesis  according   to 
concepts,  because  resting  on  a  common  ground  of 
unity,  as  for  instance,  the  decade.     The  unity  of  they 
synthesis  of  the  manifold  becomes  necessary  under 'I 
this  CODOOpt, 
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By  means  of  analysis  different  representations  are 
brought   under   one  concept,  a    task    treated  of  in 
general.logic ;  but  how  to  bring,  not  the  representa- 
.  turns,  but  the  purcsyntlr-i-  of  representations,  under 
>*,  ,«~»*,*^  [concepts,  that  is  what   transoendftftfjftl   logic,    mean* 
\9t^        to  teach.     The4' first  that  must  be  given  us  for  the 
Kike  of  knowledge  of  all  objects  a  priori,  is  the  mani- 
fold in  pure  intuition.     The  "Second  is,  the      [i>.  79] 
synthesis  of  the  manifold  by  means  of  imagination. 
But  this  does  not  yet^  produce  true  knowledge.    The 
-concepts  which  impart  unity  to  this  pure  synthesis 
'  and  consist  entirely  in  the  representation  of  this  ne- 
cessary  synthetical  unity,  add  the  third  contribution 
towards  the  kuowledge_of  an  object,  and  rest  on  the 
understanding. 

//The  same  function  which  imparta  unity  to  various 
representations  in  one  judgment  imparts  unity  like- 
wise to  the  mere  synthesis  of  various  representations 
in  one  intuition,  which  in  a  general  way  may  be 
called  the  pure  concept  of  the  understanding.  The 
same  understanding,  and  by  the  same  operations  by 
which  in  concepts  it  achieves  through  analytical 
unity  the  logical  form  of  a  judgment,  introduces  also, 
through  the  synthetical  unity  of  the  manifold  in  in- 
tuition, a  transcendental  element  into  its  representa- 
tions. They  are  therefore  called  pun-  eoneepts  of  the 
understanding,  and  they  refer  a  priori  to  objects, 
which  would  1k»  quite  impossible  in  general  logic. 
\  In  this  manner  there  arise  exactly_so  many  pure 
'  concepts  of  the  understanding  which  refer  n-priori 
'  to  objects  of  intuition  in  general,  as  there  were  in 
our  table  logical  functions  iu  all  possible  judgments, 
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luse  those  functions  completely  exhaust  the 
understanding  and  comprehend  every  one  of  its 
faculties.  Borrowing  a  term  of  Aristotle,  we  shall 
call  these  concepts  categories,  our  intention  [p.  80] 
being  originally  the  same  as  his.  though  widely 
diverging  from  it  in  its  practical  application. 

TABLE  OF  CATEGORIES. 


IL 
Of  Quality. 
Reality. 
Negation. 
Limitation. 


Of  Quantity. 

I  nity. 

Plurality. 

Totality. 


m. 


Of  Relation. 
Oflnhereuce  aud  Subsidence  / 

(MiUtantia  ct  aceidens). 
Of  Causality  and  Dependence 

(cause  and  effect). 
Of  Community  (reciprocity  be-    1 
tween  the  active  and  tlie 
poaaive). 

IV. 

Of  Modality. 
Possibility.     Impuatiibility. 
Existence.     Non-existence. 
Necowity.      Contingency. 

This  then  is  a  list  of  ajl  original  puje  concep.ta.of 
synj  Inch  I  "long  to  the  understanding  a  priori, 

..ml  for  whieh  aUjne  it  is  called  pure  understanding 
for  it  is  by  them  alone  that  it  can  understand  soiae^ 
thing  in  the  manifold  of  intuition,  that  is,  think  :m 
object  in  it.     Tin-   classification  is  systematical  and 
fouuded  on  a  common  priori]  If,  namely,  tlicjaculty 

judging  (which  is  the  same  as  tbe  faculty    [p.  81] 
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of  thinking).  It  is  not  the  result  of  a  search  after 
pare  concepts  undertaken,  at  haphazard,  the  complete- 

n. -ss  i if  which,  as  ba.s.d  .,ii  induction  only.r-.ul.l  never 

be  guaranteed.  Nor  could  we  otherwise  understand 
why  these  concepts  only,  and  no  others  ahide  iu  the 
pure  understanding.     It  was  an  enterprise  worthy 

<i if  ;m  acute  thinker  like  Aristotle  to  try  to  dis- 
cover those  fundamental  concepts ;  hut  as  he  had  no 
guiding  principle  he  merely  picked  them  up  as  they 
occurred  to  him,  and  at  first  gathered  up  ten  of  them, 
which  he  culled  rn/ri/orli-H  or  ptrdiraiu^ntB.  After- 
wards be  thought  he  had  discovered  five  more  of 
them,  which  he  added  under  the  name  of  jmet-fre- 
tlirtnihiitx.  But  his  table  reniain.-d  imperfect  fur  all 
that,  uot  to  mention  that  we  find  in  it  some  modes 
of  pure  sensibility  (quando,  ubi,  situs,  also  prius, 
simul),  also  an  empirical  concept  (motus),  none  of 
which  can  belong  to  this  genealogical  register  of  the 
understanding.  Besides,  there  are  some  derivative 
concepts,  counted  among  the  fundamental  concepts 
(actio,  passio),  while  some  of  the  latter  are  entirely 
wanting. 

With  regard  to  these,  it  should  be  remarked  that 
the  categories,  as  the  true  fundamental  concepts  of 
the  pure  understanding,  have  also  their  pure  deriva- 
tive concepts.  These  could  not  be  passed  over  in  a 
complete  system  of  transcendental  philosophy,  [p.  8j] 
but  in  a  merely  critical  essay  the  mention  of  the 
fact  may  suffice. 

1  should  like  to  be  allowed  to  call  these  pure  but 

derivative  concepts  of  the  understanding  the  pre- 

'liilia,  in  opposition  to  the  jrredicamenta  of  the 
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pure  understanding.  If  we  arc  once  in  possession 
the  fundamental  and  primitive  concept**,  it  is  easy 
to  add  the  derivative  and  seoondnry,  and  thus  to 
give  a  complete  image  of  the  genealogical  tree  0^_ 
the  pure  understanding.  As  at  present  I  am  con- 
cerned not  with  the  completeness,  but  only  with 
the  principles  of  a  System,  I  leave  this  supplementary 
work  for  a  future  occasion.  In  order  to  curry  it  out, 
one  need  only  consult  any  of  the  ontological  manuals, 
and  place,  for  instance,  under  the  category  of  causality 
the  predicubilia  of  force,  of  action,  and  of  passion  ; 
under  the  category  of  community  the  predieabilia  of 
presence  and  resistance  ;  under  the  predicaments  of 
modality  the  predieabilia  of  origin,  extinction,  change, 
tec.  If  we  associate  the  categories  among  themselves 
<>r  with  the  modes  of  pure  sensibility,  they  yield  us 
a  large  number  of  derivative  concepts  ■■  .  which 

it  would  be  useful  and  interesting  to  mark  and.  if 
possible,  to  bring  to  a  certain  completeness,  though 
this  is  not  essential  for  our  present  purpose. 

I  intentionally  omit  here  the  definitions  of  these 
categories,  though  I  may  be  in  possession  of 
them1.  In  the  sequel  I  shall  dissect  these  [|».  8j] 
concepts  so  far  as  is  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of 
the  method  which  I  am  preparing.  In  a  complete 
system  of  pure  reason  they  might  be  justly  d 
manded,  but  at  present  they  would  only  make 
us  lose  sight  of  the  principal  object  of  our  in- 
vestigation, by  rousing  doubts  and  objections  which. 
without    injury   to   our  essential    object,    ma\    well 

'  8ee,    bowever,    Karl's   remarks    mi   p,   no  (p.    J41   of   First 
•n). 
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be  relegated  to  another  time.  The  little  I  have 
said  ought  to  be  sufficient  to  show  clearly  that  a 
complete  dictionary  of  these  concepts  with  all  re- 
quisite explanations  is  not  only  possible,  but  easy. 
The  compartments  exist ;  they  have  only  to  be  filled, 
and  with  a  systematic  topic  like  the  present  the 
proper  place  to  which  each  concept  belongs  cannot 
easily  be  missed,  nor  compartments  be  passed  over 
which  are  still  empty '. 

1  Here  follows  in  the  Second  Edition,  Supplement  XII. 


\\sceni>i:ntal  analytic,   d 

CHAPTER    II. 

THE   DEDUCTION   OF  THE   PURE  CONCEPTS  OF 
TUB   UNDERSTANDING. 


Section  I. 

Of  the  Principles  of  a    Transcendental  Deduction  in 

getural. 

Jurists,  when  speaking  of  rights  and  claims,  dis- 
tinguish in  every  lawsuit  the  question  of  ri 
(quid  juris)  from  the  question  of  fact  (quid  facti), 
ami  in  demanding  proof  of  both  they  call  the  former, 
which  is  to  hIlow  the  right  or,  it  may  be,  the  claim, 
the  deduction.  Wo,  not  being  jurists,  make  use  of 
a  numher  of  empirical  concepts,  without  opposition 
from  anybody,  and  consider  ourselves  juati fid  1,  with- 
out any  deduction,  in  attaching  to  them  a  sense 
imaginary  meaning,  because  we  can  always  appeal 
to  experience  to  prove  their  objective  reality.  There 
exi«t  however  illegitimate  concepts  also,  such  as,  for 
instance,  chaner.  m  tit,-,  which  thru  ugh  an  almost 
gi'ueral  indulgence  are  allowed  to  be  current,  but  arc 
yet  Bran  time  to  time  challenged  by  the  question 
quid  juris.  In  that  case  we  are  grratly  embeiHVMed 
in  looking  for  their  deduction,  there  being  no  dear 
legal  tide,  whether  from  experience  or  from     [p.  85] 
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reason,  on  which  their  claim  to  employment  could  1-e 
rlv  established. 

Among  the  many  concepts,  however,  which  enter 
into  the  complicated  code  of  human  knowledge,  than 
are  some  which  are  destined  for  pure  iiee  ajiriori, 
Lode]  i  inl,  Ht  of  all^  experience,  and  such  a  claim  re- 
quires at  all  times  a  deduction,  because  proofs  from 
experience  would  not  be  sufficient  to  establish  the 
legitimacy  of  such  a  use,  though  it  is  necessary  to 
know  how  such  concepts  can  refer  to  objects  which 
they  do  not  find  in  experience  I  call  the  explana- 
tion Of  <he  manner  how  such  concepts  can  a  priori 
refer  to  objects  their  transcendental  deduction,  and 
distinguish  it  from  the  empirical  deduction  which 
shows  the  manner  how  a  concept  may  be  gained  by 
experience  and  by  reflection  on  experience;  this  does 
not  touch  the  legitimacy,  but  only  the  fact  whence 
the  possession  of  the  concept  arose. 

We  have  already  become  acquainted  with  two 
totally  distinct  classes  of  concepts,  which  nevertheless 
agree  in  this,  that  they  both  refer  ct  priori  to  objects, 
namely,  the  concepts  of  space  and  time  as  fl  ,nns  of 
sensibility,  and  the  categories  as  concepts  of  the  under- 
standing. It  would  be  labour  lost  to  attempt  an  em- 
pirical deduction  of  them,  because  their  distinguish- 
ing characteristic  is  that  they  refer  to  objects  without 
having  Iwrrowcd  anything  from  experience  [p.  86] 
for  their  representation.  If  therefore  a  deduction  of 
them  i-  n-y,  it  can  only  be  transcendental. 

It  is  possible  however  with  regard  to  these  con- 
cepts, as  with  regard  to  all  knowledge,  to  try  to 
discover  in  experience,  if  not  the  principle  of  their 
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possibility,  yet  the  contingent  causes  of  their  pro- 
duction. Ami  Inn-  we  see  that  the  impressions  of 
the  Reuses  give  the  first  impulse  to  the  whole  faculty 
of  knowledge  with  resjiect  to  them,  and  thus  pro- 
duce experience  which  consists  of  two  very  hetero- 
geneous elements,  namely,  matter  for  knowledge, 
derived  from  the  senses,  tod  a  certain  form  according 
to  which  it  is  arranged,  derived  from  the  internal 
source  of  pure  intuition  and  pure  thought,  first 
brought  into  action  by  the  I  Bad  tlien  producing 

concepts.  Such  an  investigation  of  (lie  first  efforts 
of  our  faculty  of  knowledge,  beginning  with  single 
perceptions  and  rising  to  general  concepts,  is  no 
doubt  very  useful,  and  we  have  to  thank  thjLfamojw 
Lqcjco  for  having  heeu  the  first  to  open  tbii-way  to 
it,  A  deduction  of  the  pure  concepts  a  priori, 
however,  is  quite  impossible  in  that  way.  It  lies  in 
a  different  direction,  hecause,  with  reference  to  their 
future  use,  which  is  to  be  eat  i rely  independent  of 
experience,  a  very  different  certificate  of  birth  will 
be  required  from  that  of  men-  descent  from  I 
pcricuce.  We  may  call  this  attempted  physiologic  I 
derivation  (which  cannot  properly  be  called  [i-.  *;] 
deduction,  because  it  refers  to  a  quaestio  facti),  the 
explanation  of  the  possession  of  pure  knowledge. 
It  is  clear  therefore  that  of  these  pure  concepts  a 
prion  a  U; ID  B  ■•  1 1 dental  deduction  only  is  \> 
aud  that  to  attempt  an  empirical  deduction  of  them 
is  mere  waste  of  time,  which  no  one  would  think 
of  except  those  who  have  never  understood  the  very 
peculiar  nature  of  that  kind  of  knowledge. 

But    though    it    may    be    admitted    that    the    ouljT 
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possible  deduction  of  pure  knowledge  a  priori  must 
be  transcendental,  it  has  not  yet  been  proved  that 
such  a  deduction  is  al»solutcly  necessary.  We  liave 
before,  by  means  of  a  transcendental  deduction,  fol- 
lowed up  the  concepts  of  space  and  time  to  their 
very  sources,  and  explained  and  defined  their  objective 
validity  a  priori.  Geometry,  however,  moves  along 
..nil  a  steady  step,  through  every  kind  of  knowledge 
«  priori,  without  having  to  ask  for  a  certificate  from 
philosophy  as  to  the  pure  legitimate  descent  of  its  fun- 
damental concept  of  space.  But  it  should  be  remarked 
that  in  geometry  this  concept  is  used  with  reference 
to  the  outer  world  of  sense  only,  of  which  space  is 
the  pure  form  of  intuition,  and  where  geometrical 
knowledge,  being  Iwsed  on  a  priori  intuition,  possesses 
immediate  evidence,  the  objects  being  given  through 
their  very  knowledge,  and,  so  far  as  their  form  is  con- 
cerned, a  priori  in  intuition.     When  we  come     [p. 88] 

however  to  the  pun iOepts  of  the  understanding,  it 

becomes  absolutely  necessary  to  look  for  a  transcen- 
„*•  dental  deduction,  not  only Jor  them,  but  for  space  also, 
*  ^r  because  they  speak  of  objects,  not  through  predicates 
of  intuition  and  sensibility,  but  of  pure  thought  a 
priori,  and  apply  to  objects  generally,  without  any  of 
the  conditions  of  sensibility.  Again,  as  these  concepts 
of  the  pure  understanding  are  not  founded  on  ex- 
perience, nor  able  to  produce  in  intuition  a  priori 
any  object  on  which,  previous  to  all  experience,  their 
synthesis  was  founded,  they  not  only  excite^uspi- 
cion  with  regard  to  the  objective  validity  ami  the 
limits  of  their  own  application,  hut  render  evgjLthe 
concept  of  space  equivocal,  because  of  an  inclination 
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to  apply  it  beyond  the  conditions  of  sensuous  in- 
tuition, which  «M  the  wry  reason  that  made  a 
transcendental  deduction  of  it,  such  as  we  gave 
before,  necessary.  Before  the  reader  lias  made  a 
tingle  step  in  the  field  of  pure  reason,  he  must  be 
convinced  of  the  inevitable  necessity  of  such  a 
transcendental  deduction,  otherwise  he  would  walk 
on  blindly  and,  aftet  having  strayed  in  every  direct  i 
he  would  only  return  to  tho  same  ignorance  from 
which  he  started.  He  must  at  the  same  time  per- 
ceive the  inevitable  difficulty  of  such  a  deduction,  so 
thut  he  may  not  complain  about  obscurity  whore 
the  object  itself  is  obscure,  or  weary  too  soon  with 
our  removal  of  obstacles,  the  fact  being  that  [p.  89] 
we  have  either  to  surrender  altogether  all  claims  to 
the  knowledge  of  pure  reason — the  most  favourite 
field  of  all  philosophers,  because  extending  lieyond 
the  limits  of  all  possible  experience— or  to  bring  this 
oritioa]  investigation  to  perfection. 

It  was  easy  to  show  before,  when  treating  of  the 
concepts  of  space  and  time,  bow  these,  though  being 
knowledge  a  j/riuri,  refer  necessarily  to  objects,  and 
how  they  make  a  synthetical  knowledge  of  them  pos- 
sible, which  is  independent  of  all  experience.  For,  as 
no  object  can  appear  to  us,  that  is,  become  an  object  1 
of  empirical  intuition,  except  through  suoh-puro-fomis 
of  sensibility,  space  and  time  are  pure  intuitions 
which  contain  a  jtriori  the  conditions  of  the  poesw 
bility  of  objects  as  phenomena,  and  the  synthesis  in 
these  intuitions  possesses  objective  validity. 

The  categories  of  the  understanding,  on  the  contrary, 
are  not  conditions  under  which  objects  can  be  given 
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in  intuition,  and  it  is  quite  possible  therefore  that 
objects  should  appear  to  ub  without  any  necessary 
1 1  ■(".  mnM  to  the  functions  of  the  understanding,  thus 
showing  that  the__underB?Jin^'"C  contains  by  no 
means  any  of  tlu-ir  conditions  a  priori.  There  arises 
therefore  here  a  difficulty,  which  we  did  not  meet 
with  in  the  field  of  sensibility,  namely,  how  subjective 
conditions  of  tin  ughl  cau  have*  objective  validity, 
that  is,  become  conditions  of  the  possibility  of  the 
knowledge  of  objects.  It  cannot  be  denied  [p.  90] 
that  phenomena  may  be  given  in  intuition  without 
the  functions  of  the  understanding.  For  if  we  tel 
for  instance,  the  concept  of  cause,  which  implies  a 
peculiar  kind  of  synthesis,  consisting  in  placing 
according  to  a  rule  after  .■something  called  A  some- 
thing totally  different  from  it,  B,  we  cannot  say  that 
it  is  a  priori  clear  why  phenomena  should  contain 
something  of  this  kind.  We  cannot  appeal  for  it  to 
experience,  because  what  has  to  be  proved  is  the 
nl.jeetive  validity  of  this  concept  a  priori.  It  would 
remain  therefore  a  priori  doubtful  whether  such  a 
concept  he  not  altogether  empty,  and  without  any 
corresponding  objeel  lienoinena.     It  is  differ- 

ent with  objects  of  sensuous  intuition.  They  must 
conform  to  the  formal  conditions  of  sensibility  existing 
a  priori  in  the  mind,  because  otherwise  they  could  in 
no  way  be  ol  jects  to  us.  But  why  besides  this  they 
should  conform  to  the  conditions  which  the  under- 
standing requires  for  the  synthetical  operations  of 
thought,  does  not  seem  to  follow  quite  so  easily.  For 
we  could  quite  well  imagine  that  phenomena  might 
possibly  be  such  that  the  understanding  should  not 
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find  them  conforming  to  the  conditions  of  its  syn- 
thetical  unity,  and  all   might  be  in  such  confusion 

that  nothing  should  appear  in  the  saocession  of  phe- 
nomena which  could  supply  a  rule  of  synthesis,  and 
,  <nv.s|>nii:l,  for  instance,  bo  the  owwpt  "f  cause  Bad 

effect,  so  that  this  concept  wuiild  thus  be  quite  eni] 
null  and  meaningless.  With  all  this  phenomena  would 
offer  objects  to  our  intuition,  because  intuition    [p.  91] 
by  itself  does  not  require  the  functions  of  thought 

It  might  be  imagined  that  «u  could  escape  from 
the  trouble  of  these  investigations  by  saying  that 
ezperii  ooe  offers  continually  examples  of  such  regu 
larity  of  [ihenomena  as  to  induce  us  to  abstract  from 
it  the  concept  of  caupe,  and  it  might  be  attempted  to 
prove  thereby  the  objective  validity  of  such  a  concept 
But  it  ought  to  be  seen  that  in  this  way  the  concept 
of  cause  cannot  possibly  arise,  and  that  such  a  concept 
ought  either  to  be  founded  a  priori  in  the  un«l  1 
standing  or  be  surrendered  altogether  as  a  mere 
hallucination.  For  this  concept  requires  strictly 
that  something.  A,  should  be  of  such  a  nature  that 
something  else,  B,  follows  from  it  necessarily  and 
according  to  an  absolutely  universal  rule.  Phenomena 
no  doubt  supply  us  with  cases  from  which  a  rule 
becomes  possible  according  to  which  something 
happens  usually,  but  never  so  that  the  result  should 
lie  necessary.  There  is  a  dignity  in  the  synthesis 
of  cause  and  effect  which  cannot  be  expressed  em- 
pirically, for  it  implies  that  the  effect  is  not  only  an 
accessory  to  the  cause,  but  given  by  it  and  springing 
from  it.  Nor  is  the  absolute  universality  of  the  rule 
a    quality    inherent    in    empirical    rules    which    by 

vol.  11.  o 
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means  of  induction  cannot  receive  any  but  a  [p.  9'] 
relative  universality,  that  is,  a  more  or  less  extended 
applicability.  If  we  ware  to  treat  the  pure  con- 
cepts, of  the  understanding  as  merely  empirical 
products,  we  should  completely  change  their  eha- 

raCt  i    and    their  U8C. 


Transition  to  a  Transcendental  Deduction  of  the 
Categoriet. 

Two  ways  only  are  possible  in  which  synthetical 
representations  and  their  objects  fJin  agree,  can  refer 
to  each  other  with  necessity,  and  so  to  say  meet 
!i  other.  Either  it  is  the  object  alone  that  makes 
the  representation  possible,  or  it  is  the  representation 
alone  that  makes  the  object  possible.  In  the  former 
case  their  relation  is  empirical  only,  and  the  repre- 
sentation therefore  never  possible  a  priori.  This 
applies  to  phenomena  with  reference  to  whatever  in 
them  belongs  to  sensation.  In  the  latter  case,  though 
representation  by  itself  (for  we  do  not  speak  here 
of  its'  causality  by  means  of  the  will)  cannot  pro- 
duct its  object  so  far  as  its  existence  is  concerned. 
nevertheless  the  representation  determines  the  object 
a  i-ri'iri,  if  through  it  alone  it  i  le  to  know  any- 

thing as  an  object.  To  know  a  thing  as  an  object  is 
possible  only  under  two  conditions.  First,  there  must 
be  intuition  by  which  the  object  is  given  us,  though  as 
a  phenomenon  only,  secondly,  there  must  be  a  [p-93] 
concept  by  which  an  object  is  thought  as  correspond- 
ing   to    that    intuition.     From   what  we    have   said 

'  Read  ihren  instciul  of  theten. 
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before  it  is  clear  that  tin-  first  condition,  namely. 
that  under  which  alone  objects  can  be  seen,  exists, 
so  far  as  the  form  of  intuition  is  concerned,  in  the 
soul  a  priori.  All  phenomena  therefore  must  conform 
to  that  formal  condition  of  sensibility,  because  it  is 
through  it  alone  that  they  appear,  that  is,  that  they 
an-  given  and  empirically  seen. 

Now  the  question  arises  whether  there  are  not 
also  antecedent  concepts  a  priori,  forming  conditions 
tinder  which  alone  something  can  be,  if  not  Wen,  yet 
thought  as  an  object  in  general  ;  for  in  that  case" 
all  empirical  knowledge  of  objects  would  necessarily 
OQS&nn  to  such  concepts,  it  being  impossible  that 
anything  should  become  an  object  of  experience 
without  them.  All  experience  contains,  besides  the 
intuition  of  the  senses  by  which  something  is  pi  v. 
concept  also  of  the  object,  which  is  given  in  intuition 
as  a  phenomenon.  Such  concepts  of  objects  in  general 
therefore  must  form  conditions  a  ,  f  all  know- 

ledge produced  by  experience,  and  the  objective  vali- 
dity of  the  categories,  as  being  such  concepts  a  priori, 
rests  on  this  very  fact  that  by  them  alone,  so  far  as 
form  of  thought  is  concerned,  experience  Incomes 
possihle.  If  by  them  only  it  is  possible  to  think  any 
object  of  experience,  it  follows  that  they  refer  by  ne- 
cessity and  a  priori  to  all  objects  of  experience. 

There  is  therefore  a  principle  for  the  tran-  [p.  94] 
ndentul  deduction  of  all  concepts  a  priori  which 
must  guide  the  whole  of  our  investigation,  namely, 
that  all  must  be  recognised  as  conditions  a  priori  of 
the  possibility  of  experience,  whether  of  intuit  ion. 
which  is  found  in  [t,  OT  of  thought.     Concepts  which 
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supply  the  objective  ground  of  the  possibility  of 
experience  are  for  that  very  reason  necessary.  An 
analysis  of  the  experience  in  which  they  are  found 
would  not  he  a  deduction,  hut  a  mere  illustration, 
because  they  would  there  have  an  accidental  cha- 
racter only.  Nay,  without  their  original  relation  to 
all  possible  experience  in  which  objects  of  knowledge 
occur,  their  relation  bo  any  single  object  would  be 
quite  incomprehensible, 

■re  are  three  original  sources,  or  call  them 
faculties  or  powers  of  the  soul,  which  contain  the 
conditions  of  the  possibility  of  all  experience,  and 
which  themselves  cannot  be  derived  from  any  other 
faculty,  namely,  sense,  imagination,  and  appercep- 
tion.    On  them  is  founded — 

1 .  The  synopsis  of  the  manifold  a  priori  through 
the  senses. 

2.  The  synthesis  of  this  manifold  through  the 
imagination. 

3.  The  unity  of  that  synthesis  by  means  of  original 
:i  I  "perception. 

Besides  their  empirical  use  all  these  faculties  have 
a  transcendental  use  also,  referring  to  the  form  only 
ami  possible  a  priori.  With  regard  to  the  senses  we 
have  discussed  that  transcendental  use  in  the  [p.  95] 
first  part,  and  we  shall  now  proceed  to  an  inves- 
tigation of  the  remaining  two,  according  to  their  true 
nature'.] 

1  The  lust  paragraph  is  omitted  in  the  Second  Edition.  There 
ia  instead  a  criticism  of  Locke  and  Hume,  Supplement  XIII. 
The  Deduction  of  the  Categories  is  much  changed,  as  seen  in  Sup- 
plement XIV. 
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DEDUCTION  OF  THE  PURE  CONCEPTS 
OF  THE  UNDERSTANDING. 


Section  II. 


I       \<-Ul 


Of  the  a  priori  Grounds  for  the  Possibilii;/ 
of  Experience. 

[That  a  concept  should  be  produced  entirely  a 
priori  and  yet  refer  to  an  object,  though  itself 
neither  belonging  to  the  sphere  of  possible  o\\ 
rience,  nor  consisting  of  the  elements  of  such  an 
experience,  is  self-contradictory  and  impossible.  It 
would  have  no  contents,  because  no  intuition  cor- 
responds to  it,  and  intuitions  by  which  objects  are 
given  to  us  constitute  the  whole  field  or  the  com- 
plete object  of  possible  experience.  An  a  p> 
concept  therefore  not  referring  to  experience  would 
be  the  logical  form  only  of  a  concept,  but  not  the 
concept  itself  by  which  something  is  thought. 

It*   therefore    there    exist   any   pure  concepts   a 

ori,   though    they  cannot  contain    anything  em- 
pirical, they  must  nevertheless  all  be  conditions  a 
ri  of  a  possible  experience,  on  which  alone  tin u 
ctive  reality  depends. 

If  therefore  we  wish  to  know  how  pure  concepts  of 
the  understanding  are  possible,  we  must  try  to  find 
out  what  are  the  conditions  a  priori  on  which  [p.  96] 
the  possibility  of  experience  depends,  nay,  on  which 
it  is  founded,  apart  from  all  that  IB  empirical  in  pbfl 
nomona  A  concept  expressing  this  formal  and  objec- 
tive condition  of  experience  with  sufficient  generality 
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might  properly  be  called  a  pure  concept  of  the  un- 
derstanding. If  we  once  have  these  pure  concepts 
of  the  understanding,  we  may  also  imagine  object* 
which  an  cither  impossible,  or,  if  not  impossible  in 
themselves,  yet  can  never  be  given  in  any  experience. 
We  have  only  in  the  connection  of  those  concepts 
to  have  out  something  which  necessarily  belongs  to 
tin-  conditions  of  a  possible  experience  (concept  of 
a  spirit),  or  to  extend  pure  concepts  of  the  under- 
standing  beyond  what  can  be  reached  by  experience 
(concept  of  God).  Hut  the  elements  of  all  know- 
ledge ft  priori,  even  of  gratuitous  and  preposterous 
fancies,  though  not  borrowed  from  experience  (for  in 
that  case  they  would  not  be  knowledge  a  priori)  DkOtt 
nevertheless  contain  the  pure  conditions  ci  priori  of 
a  possible  experience  and  its  object,  otherwise  not 
only  woidd  nothing  be  thought  by  them,  but  they 
themselves,  being  without  data,  could  never  arise  in 
our  mind. 

Such  concepts,  then,  which  comprehend  the  pure 
thinking  a  priori  iuvolved  in  every  experience,  are 
discovered  in  the  categories,  aud  it  is  really  a  suffi- 
cient deduction  of  them  and  a  justification  of  their 
objective  validity,  if  we  succeed  in  proving  [p.  97] 
that  by  them  alone  an  object  can  be  thought.  But 
as  in  such  a  process  of  thinking  more  is  at  work  than 
the  fuetdty  of  thiukiug  only,  namely,  the  understand- 
ing, and  as  the  understanding,  as  a  faculty  of  know- 
ledge which  is  meant  to  refer  to  objects,  requires 
quite  as  much  an  explanation  as  to  the  possibility 
of  such  a  reference,  it  is  necessary  for  us  to  consider 
the    subjective   sources  which  form   the    foundation 
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n  priori  for  the.  possibility  of  experience,  not  accord- 
ing to  their  empirical,  but  according  to  their  tran- 
scendental character. 

If  every  single  representation  stood  by  itself,  as  if 
isolated  and  separated  from  the  others,  nothing  like 
what  we  Gill  knowledge  could  ever  arise,  because 
knowledge  forms  a  whole  of  representations  con- 
oeoted  aud  cornered  with  each  other.  If  therefore 
I  ascribe  to  the  senses  a  synojisis,  because  in  their 
intuition  they  contain  something  manifold,  there 
.'•.rresjKUidg  to  it  always  a  synthesis,  aud  receptivity 
can  make  knowledge  possible  only  when  joined 
with  spontaneity.  Thus  we  get  a  threefold  rvh 
thesis  which  must  necessarily  take  place  in  every 
kind  of  knowledge,  namely,  first,  that  of  the  appre- 
hension of  representations  as  modifications  «.t 
soul  in  intuition,  secondly,  of  the  rej/roduction  of 
them  in  the  imagination,  ami,  thirdly,  that  of  their 
recognition  in  concepts.  This  leads  us  to  three  sub- 
jective sources  of  knowledge  which  render  possible 
the  understanding,  and  through  it  all  experie. 
as  an  empirieal  product  of  the  understanding,     [p.  98] 

nary  Jiemark. 

The  deduction  of  tie-  categories  is  beset  with  so 
many  difficulties  and  obliges  us  to  enter  so  deeply 
into  the  first  ground*  of  the  possibility  of  our  kno 
ledge  in  general,  that  I  thought  it  more  expedient, 
in   order    to  avoid    the    lengthiness  of  a  oompl 
theory,  and  yet  to  <<mit  in  -thing  in  so  essential 
investigation,  to  add  tin-   foil. .wing  four  paragraphs 
with  a  iring  rather  than  instructing 
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reader.  After  that  only  I  shall  in  the  third  section 
{ >]  'loeed  to  a  systematical  discussion  of  these  elements 
of  the  understanding.  Till  then  the  reader  must  not 
allow  himself  to  he  frightened  hy  a  certain  amount 
of  obscurity  which  at  first  is  inevitable  on  a  road 
never  trodden  before,  but  which,  when  we  come  to 
that  section,  will  give  way,  I  hope,  to  a  complete 
comprehension. 

I. 

Of  the  Synthesis  of  Apprehension  in  Intuition. 

Whatever  the  origin  of  our  representations  may 
be,  whether  they  be  due  to  the  influence  of  external 
things  or  to  internal  causes,  whether  they  have  BTttttD 
a  priori  or  empirically  as  phenomeua,  as  modifica- 
tions of  the  mind  they  most  always  belong  to  [p.  99] 
tin-  internal  sense,  and  all  our  knowledge  must  thcre- 
fcn  finally  be  subject  to  the  formal  condition  of  that 
interns]  sense,  namely,  time,  in  which  they  are  all 

Bilged,  joined,  and  brought  into  certain  relations 
to  each  other.  This  is  a  general  remark  which  must 
never  be  forgotten  in  all  that  follows. 

Every  representation  contains  something  manifold, 
which  could  not  bo  represented  as  such,  unless  the 
mind  distinguished  the  time  in  the  succession  of  one 
impression  after  another ;  for  as  contained  in  one 
moment,  each  representation  can  never  be  anything 
but  absolute  unity.  In  order  to  change  this  mani- 
fold into  a  unity  of  intuition  (as,  for  instance,  in  the 
representation  of  space),  it  is  necessary  fiist  to  run 
through  the  manifold  and  then  to  hold  it  together. 
It  is  this  act  which  I  call  the  synthesis  of  appro- 
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•n,  because  it  refers  directly  to  intuition  which 
no  doubt  offers  somethiti^  manifold,  but  which,  with- 
out a  synthesis,  can  never  make  it  such,  as  it  is 
contained  in  one  representation. 

This  synthesis  of  apprehension  must  itself  be  car- 
ried out  a  priori  also,  that  in,  with  reference  to  repre- 
sentations which  are  not  empirical.  For  without  it 
we  should  never  be  able  to  have  the  representations 
either  of  space  or  time  a  priori,  because  these  [p.  100] 
cannot  be  produced  except  by  a  synthesis  of  the 
manifold  which  the  senses  offer  in  their  original 
receptivity.  It  follows  therefore  that  we  have  a  pore 
thesis  of  apprehension. 

Of  the  Syttihesie  of  Reproduction  in  Imagination. 

It  is  no  doubt  nothing  but  an  empirical  law 
according  to  which  representations  which  have  often 
followed  or  accompanied  one  another,  become  asso- 
ciated in  the  end  and  so  closely  united  that,  even 
without  the  presence  of  the  object,  one  of  these 
representations  will,  according  to  an  invariable  law, 
produce  a  transition  of  the  mind  to  the  other.  This 
law  of  reproduction,  however,  presupposes  that  the 

[tln.iw-mimiii     ^..incalirfifl    flrn    rCall?  Subject    tO    8Uch    » 

rule,  and  that  there  is   in   the  variety  of  these  re- 
presentations a  sequence  and  concomitantly  sulj 
to    certain    rules  ;    for   without    this    the    faculty   of 
empirical   imaginali  m    wo.  1   I  find  aoj&hj 

to  do  that  it  is  ablo  to  _do,  and  remain  tbegefol 
bmied  within  our  mind  as  a  dead  faculty,  unknown 
to  ourselves.     If  cinnabar  were  sometimes  red  and 
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sometimes  black,  sometimes  light  and  sometimes 
heavy,  if  a  man  could  be  changed  now  into  this, 
now  into  another  animal  shape,  if  on  the  longest 
day  the  fields  were  -  nni  imes  covered  with  [p.""] 
fruit,  sometimes  with  ice  and  snow,  the  faculty  of 
my  empirical  imagination-  would  never  be  in  apoav 
tion,  v,  lu  ii  n  ]  resenting  red  colour,  to  think  of  heavy 
cinuabar.  Nor,  if  a  certain  name  could  be  given 
sometimes  to  this,  sometimes  to  that  object,  or  if 
same  object  could  sometimes  be  called  by  "lie. 
Mod  sometimes  by  another  name,  without  any  rule 
to  which  representations  are  subject  by  themselves, 
would  it  he  possible  that  any  empirical  synthesis  of 
reproduction  should  ever  take  place. 
«  There  must  therefore  be  something  to  make  this 
/reproduction  of  phenomena  possible  by  being  itself 
/the  foundation  a  priori  of  a  necessary7  synthetical  unity 
[of  them.  This  becomes  clear  if  we  only  remember 
that  all  phenomena  are  not  things  bv  themselves, 
but  only  the  play  of  our  representations,  all  of  which 
arc  in  the  end  determinations  only  of  the  internal 
sense.  If  therefore  we  could  prove  that  even  our 
purest  intuitions  u  priori  give  us  no  knowledge, 
unless  they  contain  such  a  combination  of  the 
manifold  as  to  render  a  constant  synthesis  of  re- 
produetioii  possible,  it  would  follow  that  this  syn- 
thesis of  the  imagination  is,  before  all  experience, 
founded  on  principles  a  priori,  and  that  we  must 
Imtt  a  pure  transcendental  syn thesis  of  imagination 
wliirli  alone  forms  the  foundation  of  the  possibility 
of  all  ezperienOB)  such  experience  being  im-  [p.  102] 
possible  without  the  reproducibility  of  phenomena. 
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Now,  when  I  draw  a  Him:  in  thought,  or  if  I  think 
ili'-  time  from  one  noon  to  another,  or  if  I  only  re- 
present to  myself  a  certain  number,  it  is  clear  that 
I  must  first  necessarily  apprehend  one  of  these  mani- 
fold representation-  another.  If  I  were  to  lose 
from  my  thoughts  what  precedes,  whether  the  first 
parts  of  a  line  or  the  antecedent  portions  of  time,  or 
the  numerical  unities  represented  one  after  the  other, 
and  if,  while  I  proceed  to  what  follows.  I  wejj  unable 
to  reproduce  what  came  before,  there  would  never  be 
a  complete  representation,  and  none  a£  the  before- 
iii'iitiuiied  thought*,  DOt  even  the  first  and  purest 
representations  of  space  and  time,  could  ever  arise 
within  us. 

The  synthesis  of  apprehension  is  therefore  insepar-  » 

ably  connected  with  the  synthesis  of  reproduction, " ' 

and    as   the    former  constitutes    the    transcendental 

ground  of  the  possibility  of  all  knowledge  (not  only 

mpirical,  but  of  pUW   a   />/-/o>-i  knowledge),  it  fol- 

-  that  a    reproductive  synthesis  of  imagination 

U'loiig*  to  the  teaneoeodenteJ  acts  of  the  soul.    We 

iherefore    call    this    faculty   the   t runs;  ei dental 
faculty  of  imagination. 


HI.  [P-  '03] 

Of /he  Synthesis  of  /,'  n  in  Concejda. 

Without  our  being  conscious  that  what  we  are 
thinking  now  is  the  same  as  what  we  thought  a 
moment  before,  all  reproduction  in  the  series  of  re4 
presentations  would  1m:  vain.  Each  representation 
would,  in  its  present  state,  !«•  a  new  one,  and  in  no 
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wise  belonging  to  the  act  l>y  which  they  are  to  be 
produced  one  after  the  other,  ami  the  manifold  in  it 
would  never  form  a  whole,  because  deprived  of  that 
unity  which  consciousness  alone  can  impart  to  it.  If 
in  counting  I  forget  that  the  unities  which  now  present 
themselves  to  my  mind  have  hern  added  gradually 
one  to  the  other,  I  should  not  know  the  production 
of  a  quantity  by  the  successive  addition  of  one  to 
one,  I  siiouhl  know  nothing  of  number,  this  being  a 
concept  consisting  entirely  in  the  consciousness  of 
that  unity  of  synthesis. 

The  very  word  of  concept  (Begriff)  could  have 
suggested  this  remark,  for  it  is  the  one  consciousness 
which  unites  the  manifold  that  has  been  perceived 
successively,  and  afterwards  reproduced  into  one 
r  presentation.  This  consciousness  may  often  be 
very  faint,  and  we  may  connect  it  in  the  effect  only, 
and  not  in  the  act  itself,  with  the  production  [p-i04] 
of  a  representation.  But  in  spite  of  this,  that  con- 
sciousness, though  deficient  in  pointed  clearness,  must 
always  be  there,  and  without  it,  concepts,  and  with 
them,  knowledge  of  objects  are  perfectly  impossible. 

And  here  we  must  needs  arrive  at  a  clear  under- 
standing of  what  we  mean  by  an  object  of  representa- 
tions. We  said  before  that  phenomena  are  nothing 
but  sensuous  representations,  which  therefore  by 
themselves  must  not  be  taken  for  objects  outside  our 
fuculty  of  representation.  What  then  do  people 
mean  if  they  speak  of  an  object  corresponding  to,  and 
therefore  also  different  from  our  knowledge  1  It  is 
easy  to  see  that  such  an  object  can  only  be  conceived 
as  something  in   general  =  x:    because,  beside   our 
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knowledge,  we  have  absolutely  nothing  which  we 

could  put  down  us  corresponding  to  that  know  i  ■!  - 

Now  we  find  that  our  conception  of  the  relation 
of  all  knowledge  to  its  ohject  contains  something  of 
necessity,  the  object,  I  icing  looked  upon  as  that  which 
prevents  our  knowledge  from  being  determined  at 
haphazard,  and  causes  it  to  be  determined  a  priori 
in  a  certain  way,  because,  as  they  are  all  to  refer  to 
an  ohject,  they  must  necessarily,  with  regard  to  that 
object,  agree  with  each  other,  that  is  to  say,  [p.  105] 
possess  that  unity  which  constitutes  the  concept  of 
an  object. 

It  i>  clear  also  that,  as  we  can  only  deal  with  the 
manifold  in  our  representations,  and  as  the  x  1 
responding  to  them  (the  olject).  if  it  is  something  dif- 
ferent from  all  our  representations,  is  really  nothing 
to  us,  it  is  char,  I  say,  that  the  unity,  necessitated  by 
an  object,  cannot  he  anything  but  the  formal  unity  of 
our  consciousness- in  the  synthesis  of  the  manifold  in 
our  representations.  Then  and  then  only  do  we  say 
that  we  know  an  ohject,  if  we  have  produced  synthe- 
tical uuity  in  the  manifold  of  intuition.  Such  unity 
is  impossible,  if  the  intuition  could  not  be  produced, 
according  to  rule,  hy  such  a  function  of  synthesis  as 
makes  the  reproduction  of  the  manifold  a  priori  ne- 
cessary, and  a  concept  in  which  that  manifold  is 
united,  possible.  Thus  we  conceive  a  triangle  as  an 
object,  if  we  are  conscious  of  the  combination  of  three 
straight  lines,  aecording  to  a  rule,  which  renders  such 
an  intuition  possible  at  all  times.  This  unity  of  rul« 
determines  the  manifold  and  limits  it  to  con.liti 
which  render  the  unity  of  apperception  possible,  and 
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the  conoc])t  of  that  unity  is  really  tlie  representation 
of  the  object=j-,  which  1  think  by  means  of  the 
predicates  of  a  truing! & 

.     No  knowledge  is  possible  without  a  con-     [p.  106] 
jfcept,  however  obscure  or  imperfect  it  may  be,  and  a 
IfOOnoept  is  always,  Mfith  regard  to  its  form,  something 
Hf  general,  something  that  cau  serve  as  a  ride.    Thus  the 
concept  of  Iwdy  serves  as  a  rule  to  our  knowledge  of 
external   phenomena,  according  to  the  unity  of  the 
manifold  which  is  thought  by  it.     It  can  only  be  such 
a  rule  of  iutuitions  because  representing,  in  an\  given 
]  henomena,  the  necessary  reproduction  of  their  mani- 
fold I'hixi-nts.  or  the  synthetical   unity  of  our  con- 
sciousness.    Thus  the  concept  of  body,  whenever  wc 
perceive  something  outside  ua,  necessitates  the  repre- 
sentation of  extension,  and,  with  it,  those  of  imper- 
meability, shape,  etc 

Necessity  is  always  founded  on  transcendental  con- 
ditions. There  must  be  therefore  a  transcendental 
ground  of  the  unity  uf  our  consciousness  in  the  syn- 
thesis of  the  manifold  of  all  our  intuitions,  therefore 
of  all  concepts  of  objects  in  general,  and  therefore 
again  of  all  objects  of  experience,  without  which  it 
would  be  impossible  to  add  to  our  intuitions  the 
thought  of  au  object,  for  the  object  is  no  more  than 
that  something  of  which  the  concept  predicates  such 
a  necessity  of  synthesis. 

That  original  and  transcendental  condition  is 
nothing  else  but  what  I  call  transcendentul  [p.  107] 
opp  rotation.  The  consciousness  of  oneself,  according 
to  the  determinations  of  our  state,  is,  with  all  our 
internal  perceptions,  empirical  oidy,  and  always  tran- 
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sient.  There  can  be  no  6xed  or  permanent  self  in 
that  stream  of  internal  phenomena.  It  is  generally 
called  the  internal  sense,  <<r  the  empirical  apperception. 
What  is  necessarily  to  he  represented  M  numerically 
identical  with   itself,  cannot    Ikj  thought  as  such   hy 

m.  ana  of  empirical  data  only-  It  must  be  a  condition 
which  precedes  all  experience  and  in  fact  renders 
it  possible,  for  thus  only  could  such  a  transcendental 
supposition  acquire  validity. 

No  knowledge  can  take  place  in  us,  no  conjunction 
or  unity  of  one  kind  of  knowledge  with  another, 
without  that  unity  <>f  consciousness  which  precedes 
all  data  of  intuition,  and  without  reference  to  which 
no  representation  of  objects  is  possible.  Tins  pure, 
original,  and  unchangeable  consciousness  I  shall  call 

ntomdmitd  apperception.  That  it  deserves  such  a 
name  may  be  seen  from  the  fact  that  even  the  purest 

objective,  unity,  namely,  that  of  the  eonospta  a  pi 

(space  and  time),  is  possible  only  by  a  reference  of  all 
intuitions  to  it.  The  numerical  uuity  of  that  apper- 
ception therefore  forms  the  «  priori  condition  ef  all 
concepts,  as  does  the  manifoldness  of  space  and  time 
of  the  intuitions  of  the  senses. 

The  same  transcendental  unity  of  appercep-  [p.  ios] 
tion  constitutes,  in  all  possible  phenomena  which  may 
come  together  in  our  experience,  a  connc.  all 

these  representations  according  to  lawn.     For  that 
nnity  of  consciousness  would  be  impossible,  if  tin? 
mind,  in  the  knowledge  of  the  manifold,  could 
become    conscious   of  the    identity   of  function,    by 
which   it  unites  the    manifold  synthetically   in  one 

knowledge.    Therefore  the  original  and 
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consciousness  of  the  identity  of  oneself  is  at  the  same 
time  a  consciousness  of  an  equally  necessary  unity  of 
the  synthesis  of  all  phenomena  according  to  concepts, 
that  is,  according  to  rules,  which  render 'them  not 
only  necessarily  reproducible,  but  assign  also  to  their 
intuition  an  object,  that  is,  a  concept  of  something 
in  which  they  are  necessarily  united.  The  mind 
could  never  conceive  the  identity  of  itself  in  the 
manifoldneaa  of  its  n  proeontataona  (and  this  a  prion') 
if  it  did  not  clearly  perceive  the  identity  of  its  action, 
by  which  it  subjects  all  synthesis  of  apprehension 
(which  is  empirical)  to  .1  transcendental  unity,  and 
thus  renders  its  regular  coherence  a  prior!  possible. 
When  we  have  clearly  perceived  this,  we  shall  be  able 
to  determine  more  accurately  our  concepts  of  an 
object  in  general.  All  representations  have,  as  repre- 
sentations, their  olject,  and  can  themselves  in  turn 
become  objects  of  other  representations.  The  only 
objects  which  can  be  given  to  us  immediately  are 
phenomena,  and  whatever  in  them  refers  im-  [p.  ioy] 
mediately  to  the  object  is  called  intuition.  These 
phenomena,  however,  are  not  things  in  themselves, 
but  representations  only  which  have  their  object,  but 
an  object  that  can  no  longer  be  seen  by  us,  and  ma  v 
therefore  be  called  the  not-empirical,  that  is,  the 
transcendental  object,  =  x. 

The  pure  concept  of  such  a  transcendental  object 
(which  in  reality  in  all  our  knowledge  is  always  the 
same  =  j')  is  that  which  alone  can  give  to  all  our  em- 
pirical concepts  a  relation  to  an  object  or  objective 
reality.  That  concept  cannot  contain  any  definite  in- 
tuition, and  can  therefore  refer  to  that  unity  only, 
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rhich  must  lie  found  in  the  manifold  of  our  know- 
sdge,  so  far  as  it  stands  in  relation  to  on  object. 
That  relation  is  nothing  else  but  a  necessary  unity  of 
consciousness,  and  therefore  also  of  the  synthesis  of  the 
manifold,  by  a  common  function  of  the  mind,  which 
unites  it  in  one  representation.  As  that  unity  must 
be  considered  as  a  priori  necessary  (because,  without 
it.  our  knowledge  would  be  without  an  object),  we 
may  conclude  that  the  relation  to  a  transniul.  ntal 
ohject,  that  is,  the  objective  reality  of  our  empirical 
knowledge,  p'st.s  on  :t  transcendental  law,  that  all 
phenomena,  if  they  are  to  give  us  objects,  [p.  i  to] 
must  be  subject  to  rules  a  priori  of  a  synthetical  unity, 
by  which  alone  their  mutual  relation  in  an  empirical 
intuition  becomes  possible:  that  is,  they  must  be  sub- 
ject, in  experience,  to  the  conditions  of  the  necessary 
unity  of  apperception  and,  in  mere  intuition,  to  the 
formal  conditions  of  space  and  time.  Without  this 
no  knowledge  is  possible. 

IV. 

Preliminary  Explanation  of  the  Potsibility  of  (he 
Categories  at  Knowledge  a  priori. 

There  is  but  one  experience  in  which  all  percep- 
tions are  represented  in  permanent  and  regular 
connection,  as  there  is  but  one  space  and  one  time  in 
which  all  forms  of  phenomena  and  all  relations  of 
being  or  not  lieing  take  place.  If  we  speak  of  dif- 
ferent experiences,  we  only  mean  different  perceptions 
so  far  as  they  belong  to  one  and  the  same  genera 
experience.  It  is  the  permanent  and  synthetical  i 
of  pi  us  that  constitutes  the  form  of  • 
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and  this  is  the  6ame  as  the  synthetical  unity  of  phe- 
nomena according  to  concepts. 

Unity  of  synthesis,  according  to  empirical  concepts, 
would  be  purely  accidental,  nay,  unless  these  [i>.  1 1 1] 
were  founded  on  a  transcendental  ground  of  unity,  a 
whole  crowd  of  phenomena  might  rush  into  our  soul, 
without  ever  forming  real  experience.  All  relation 
he t ween  our  knowledge  and  its  objects  would  be  lost 
at  the  same  time,  because  that  knowledge  would  no 
longer  be  held  together  by  general  and  necessary 
l&WB  ;  it  would  therefore  beeome  thoughtless  intu- 
ition, never  knowledge,  and  would  be  to  us  the  same 
as  nothing. 

The  conditions  a  priori  of  any  possible  experience 
in  general  are  at  the  same  time  conditions  of  the  pos- 
sibility of  any  objects  of  our  experience.  Now  I 
maintain  that  the  categories  of  which  we  are  speaking 
are  notlung  but  the  conditions  of  thought  in  any 
possible  experience,  as  much  as  space  and  time  con- 
tain the  conditions  of  the  intuitions  which  form  exj>e- 
rience.  These  categories  therefore  are  fundamental 
concepts  by  which  we  think  objects  of  all  phenomena 
in  general,  and  have  therefore  a  j>rinri  objective  va- 
lidity.    This  is  exactly  what  we  wished  to  prove. 

The  possibility,  nay  the  necessity  of  these  catego- 
ries retta  on  the  relation  between  our  whole  sensi- 
bility, and  therefore  all  possible  phenomena,  and  that 
original  apperception  in  which  everything  must  be 
necessarily  subject  to  the  conditions  of  the  permanent 
unity  of  self-consciousness,  that  is,  must  submit  [p.  1 12] 
to  the  general  functions  of  that  synthesis  which  we  call 
synthesis  according  to  concepts,  by  which  alone  our 
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apperception  can  prove  its  permanent  and  necessary 
identity  a  priori.  Thus  the  concept  of  cause  is  nothing 
buta  synthesis  of  that  which  follows  in  temporal  succes- 
sion, with  other  phenomena,  but  a  synthesis  according 
to  concepts:  and  without  such  a  unity  which  rests  on  a 
rule  a  priori,  and  subject*)  all  phenomena  to  itself,  no 
permanent  and  general,  and  therefore  necessary  unity 
of  consciousness  would  be  formed  in  the  manifold  of  our 
perci'pliuns.  Such  perceptions  would  then  belong  to 
no  experience  at  all,  they  would  be  without  an  object,  a 
blind  play  of  representations, — less  even  than  a  dream. 
All  attempts  therefore  at  deriving  those  pure  con- 
cepts of  the  understanding  from  experience,  aud 
ascribing  to  them  a  purely  empirical  origin  are  per- 
fectly vain  and  useless.  I  shall  not  dwell  here  on  tin- 
fact  that  a  concept  of  cause,  for  instance,  contains  an 
element  of  necessity,  which  no  experience  can  ever  sup- 
ply, because  experience,  though  it  teaches  us  that  after 
one  phenomenon  something  else  follows  habitually, 
can  never  teach  us  that  it  follows  necessarily,  nor  that 
we  could  a  priori  and,  without  any  limitation,  derive 
from  it,  as  a  condition,  any  conclusion  as  to  what  must 
follow.  And  thus  I  ask  with  reference  to  that  em- 
pirical rule  of  association,  which  must  always  be  ad- 
mitted if  we  say  that  everything  in  the  succession  i  >t' 
events  is  so  entirely  subject  to  rules  that  [p.  113] 
nothing  ever  happens  without  something  preceding 
it  on  which  it  always  follows. — What  does  it  rest 
if  it  is  a  law  of  nature,  nay,  how  is  that  very  associ- 
ation possible?  You  call  the  ground  for  the  po- 
of the  association  of  the  manifold,  so  far  at- 
tained in  the  objects  themselves,  the  ajnn 
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•  uilold.  I  ask,  therefore,  how  do  you  make  that 
permanent  affinity  by  which  phenomena  stand,  nay, 
must  stand,  under  permanent  laws,  conceivable  to 
yourselves  ? 

According  to  my  principles  it  is  easily  conceivable. 
All  possible  phenomena  belong,  as  representations,  to 
the  whole  of  our  possible  self-consciousness.  From 
this,  as  a  transcendental  representation,  numerical 
identity  is  inseparable  and  a  jirtori  certain,  because 
nothing  can  become  knowledge  except  by  means  of 
that  original  apperception.  As  this  identity  must  ne- 
cessarily enter  into  the  synthesis  of  the  whole  of  the 
manifold  of  phenomena,  if  that  synthesis  is  to  become 
empirical  knowledge,  it  followa  that  the  phenomena 
are  subject  to  conditions  a  priori  to  which  their  syn- 
thesis (in  apprehension)  must  always  conform.  The 
representation  of  a  general  condition  according  to 
which  something  manifold  can  be  arranged  (with 
uniformity)  is  called  a  ride,  if  it  mutt  be  so  arranged, 
a  law.  All  phenomena  therefore  stand  in  a  per- 
manent condition  according  to  necessary  laws,  [p.  114] 
and  thus  possess  that  transcendental  affinity  of  which 
the  empirical  is  a  mere  consequence. 

It  sounds  no  doubt  very  strange  and  absurd  that 
nature  should  have  to  conform  to  our  subjective 
apperception,  nay,  be  dependent  on  it,  with  respect 
to  her  laws.  But  if  we  consider  that  what  we  call 
nature  is  nothing  lrat~a  whole  of  phenomena,  not  a 
thing  by  itself,  but  a  number  of  representations  in 
our  soul,  we  shall  no  longer  be  surprised  that  we  only 
scr  her  through  the  fundamental  faculty  of  all  <>ur 
knowledge,  namely,  the  transcendental  apperception, 
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and  in  that  unity  without  which  it  could  not  he 
called  the  object  of  all  possible  experience,  that  is, 
nature.  We  shall  thus  ah<  mm  lerstaud  why  we  can  re- 
cognise this  unity  a  priori,  and  therefore  as  necessary, 
which  would  he  perfectly  impossible  if  it  were  given 
by  itself  and  independent  of  the  first  sources  of  our 
own  thinking.  In  that  case  I  could  not  tell  whence 
we  should  take  the  synthetical  propositions  of  such 
general  unity  of  nature.  They  would  have  to  be 
taken  from  the  objects  of  nature  themselves,  and  as 
thia  could  be  done  empirically  only,  we  could  derive 
from  it  none  but  an  accidental  unity,  which  is  very 
different  from  that  necessary  connection  which  we 
mean  when  speaking  of  nature. 

DEDUCTION  OF  THE  PURE  CONCEPTS 

OP  THE  UNI'KIISTANDDJO.  [p.  1 15| 

Section  III. 

Of  the  Relation  of  the  Understanding  to  Objects   in 
general,  and  the  possibility  »f  Uwacing  them  a  priori. 

What  in  the  preceding  sectii  u  we  have  discussed 
singly  and  separately  we  shall  now  try  to  treat  in 
connection  with  each  other  and  as  a  whole.     We  saw 
that  there  are  three  subjective  sources  of  knowledge* 
ou  which  the  possibility  of  all  experience  and  of  tin- 1 
knowledge   of  all   objects   depends,   namely,   svnst,  ' 
itnoij'nuiiii.n,  and  apperception.     Each  of  them  may 
be  considered  as  empirical  in  its  application  to  given 
1  Lenomena;     all.  r,    are    also    elements    or 

grounds  a  priori,  which  render  their  empirical  appli- 
cation  jKtesible.     Sense  represents  phenomena   em- 
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piriwdly  In  perception,  imagination  in  association 
(and    reproduction),  apperception    in    the   empirical 

consciousness  of  the  identity  of  these  reproductive 
representations  with  the  phenomena  by  which  they 
were  given  ;  therefore  in  recognition. 

The  whole  of  our  perception  rests  on  pure  in- 
tuition (if  regarded  as  representation,  then  on  time, 
as  the  form  of  our  internal  intuition),  their  asso- 
ciation on  the  pure  synthesis  of  imagination,  [p.  nf»] 
and  our  empirical  consciousness  of  them  on  pure  ap- 
perception, that  is,  on  the  permanent  identity  of  one- 
Belf  in  the  midst,  of  all  possible  representations. 

f  we  wish  to  follow  up  the  internal  ground  of 
this  connection  of  representations  to  that  point 
towards  which  they  must  all  converge  and  where 
they  receive  for  the  first  time  that  unity  of  know- 
ledge which  is  requisite  for  every  possible  experience, 
we  must  begin  with  pure  apperception.  Intuitions 
are  nothing  to  us  and  do  not  concern  us  in  the  least, 
if  they  cannot  be  received  into  our  consciousness,  into 
which  they  may  enter  either  directly  or  indirectly. 
Knowledge  is  impossible  in  any  other  way.  We  are 
conscious  a  priori  of  our  own  permanent  identity 
with  regard  to  all  representations  that  can  ever 
belong  to  our  knowledge,  as  forming  a  necessary 
Condition  of  the  possibility  of  all  representations 
(because  these  could  not  represent  anything  in  me, 
unless  they  belonged  with  everything  else  to  one 
consciousness  and  could  at  least  be  connected  within 
it).  This  principle  stands  firm  a  priori,  and  may  be 
Killed  the  ttunscimdental  principle—^CMui  unity,  of 
itll  thit-nmnifnld  of  our  representations  (therefore  also 
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(of  Intuition).     This    unity    of  the  manifold    in    one 
subject  is  synthetical;  the  pure  apperception  there 
fore  supplies  us  with  a  principle  of  the  synthe-  [p.  117] 
tical  unity  of  the  manifuld  in  all  possible  intuitions'. 

This  synthetical  unity,  however,  presupposes  [p.  118] 
or  involves  a  synthesis,  and  if  that  unity  is  necessary 
a  priori,  the  synthesis  also  must  be  a  priori.  The 
transcendental  unity  of  apperception  therefore  refers 
to  the  pure  synthesis  of  imagination  as  a  condition 
a  priori  of  the  possibility  of  the  manifold  being 
united  in  one  knowledge.  This  can  only  be  the 
productive  synthesis  of  imagination  a  priori,  because 
the  reproductive  rests  on  conditions  of  experiein 

1  Thi-  point  is  of  great  importance  ami  should  Ik-  carefully 
considered.  AH  representations  have  a  necessary  relation  to  some 
po  -ilile  empirical  consciousness,  for  if  tiny  -li'l  not  | wanna  that 
relation,  mid  if  it  were  entirely  impossible  to  become  conscious  of 
tliem,  this  would  be  the  same,  as  if  they  did  not  exist,  All  em- 
pirical consciousness  lias  a  necessary  relation  to  a  transcendental 
consciousness,  which  precedes  all  single  experiences,  namely,  the 
consciousness  of  my  own  self  a*  the  original  nppcrccptioii.  It  is 
absolutely  necessary  therefore  that  in  my  knowledge  all  conscious- 
ness should  belong  to  one  consciousness  of  my  own  self.  Here  we 
have  a  synthetical  unity  of  the  manifold  (consciousness)  which  can  ho 
known  a  jrru)ri,  ami  wlii.-h  may  thus  supply  a  foundation  for  synthe- 
tical propositions  a  priori  OOnMorfBg  pure  thinking  in  the  same 
way  as  »]uice  and  time  supply  a  foundation  for  synthetical  pro- 
positi' M  a  In'  h  concern  the  form  of  mere  intuition. 

The  kyutheticul  proposition  that  the  different  kinds  of  nupirical 
consciousness  must  bo  connected  in  one  self-consciousness,  b  the 
rery  first  and  synthetical  foundation  of  all  our  thinking.  It  should 
be  remembered  that  the  Ban  >■  ptflMBtaalon  "I  ihfl  Bgtt  iu  refeienoe 
to  all  other  representation*  (the  collective  unity  of  which  would  be 
impossible  without  it)  constitutes  our  transcendental  consciousness. 
It  does  not  matter  whether  that  re preseoUtiou  is  eh*"  "ical 

consciousness)  or  confused,  not  even  whether  it 
possibility  of  the  logical  form  of  all  knowlsdf 
the  relation  to  this  apperception  at  a/atw 
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The  principle  therefore  of  the  necessary  unity  of  the 
pure  (productive)  synthesis  of  imagination,  before 
;ill  apperception,  constitutes  the  ground  of  the  possi- 
bility of  all  knowledge,  particularly  of  experience. 

The  synthesis  oi'  the  manifold  in  imagination  is 
called  transcendental,  if,  without  reference  to  in- 
tuitions, it  affects  only  the  conjunction  of  the  mani- 
fold «  priori ;  and  the  unity  of  that  synthesis  is  called 
transcendental  if,  with  reference  to  the  original  unity 
of  apperception,  it  is  represented  as  a  priori  neces- 
sary. As  the  possibility  of  all  knowledge  dejiends 
on  the  unity  of  that  apperception,  it  follows  that  the 
transcendental  unity  of  the  synthesis  of  imagination 
is  the  pure  form  of  all  possible  knowledge  through 
which  all  objects  of  possible  experience  must  be 
represented  a  priori. 

This  unity  of  apperception  with  reference  [p.  119] 
to  the  synthesis  of  imagination  is  the  understanding, 
and  the  same  unity  with  reference  to  the  transcen- 
dental synthesis  of  the  imagination,  the  pure  under- 
standing. It  must  be  admitted  therefore  that  there 
exist  in  the  understanding  pure  forms  of  knowledge 
«  priori,  which  contain  the  necessary  unity  of  the 
pure  synthesis  of  the  imagination  in  reference  to  all 
possible  phenomena.  These  are  the  categories,  that 
is,  the  pure  concepts  of  the  understanding.  The 
empirical  knowledge  of  man  contains  therefore  by 
necessity  an  understanding  which  refers  to  all  objects 
of  the  senses,  llioic/h  by  intuition  only,  and  by  its 
synthesis  through  imagination,  and  all  phenomena, 
as  data  of  a  possible  experience,  must  conform  to 
1 1 iosc    categories.      As    this   relation    of  phenomena 
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1  a  possible  experience  is  likewise  necessary,  (because, 
without  it,  we  should  receive  do  knowledge  through 
them  and  they  would  not  in  the  least  concern  us),  it 
follows  that  the  pure  understanding  constitutes  by 
the  means  of  the  categories  a  formal  Uld  synthetical 
principle  of  all  experience,  and  that  phenomena  have 
thus  a  necessary  relation  to  the  understanding. 

We  shall  now  try  to  place  the  necessary  OCSOBtO- 
turn  of  the  ii!nlei>!.iinliii'_'  with  the  phenomena  by 
means  of  the  categories  more  clearly  before  the 
reader,  by  beginning  with  the  beginning,  namely, 
with  the  empirical. 

The  first  that  is  given  us  is  the  pfono-  [|>-  no] 
menon,  which,  if  connected  with  consciousness,  is  called 
perception.  Without  its  relation  to  an  at  least  possi- 
ble consciousness,  the  phenomenon  could  never  become 
to  us  an  object  of  knowledge.  It  would  therefore  lie 
nothing  to  us ;  and  because  it  has  no  objective  reality 
in  itself,  but  exists  only  in  being  known,  it  would 
be  nothing  altogether.  As  every  phenomenon  con- 
tains a  manifold,  and  different  perceptions  are  found 
in  the  mind  singly  and  scattered,  a  connection  of 
them  is  necessary,  6uch  as  they  cannot  have  in  the 
seneeeby  themselves.  There  exists  therefore  in  us  en 
active  power  for  the  synthesis  of  the  manifold  which 
we  call  imagination,  and  the  function  of  which,  snap* 
plied  to  perceptions,  I  call  ajtjwhenaion  '.    This  imagi- 


1  It  baa  hardly  ttruok  any  psychologist  that  this  imagination  m 
a  iikcmj  ingredient  of  perception.  Thia  wna  partly  owing  to 
1I1  ir  confining  this  faculty  to  reproduction,  partly  to  our  belief 
that  the  senses  do  not  only  gire  11a  impression*,  but  compound 
them  alio  for  us,  thus  producing  pictures  of  object*.   This,  bowersr, 
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inlinii  is  meant  to  change  the  manifold  of  intuition 
into  an  image,  it  must  therefore  first  receive  the  im- 
pressions by  its  own  activity,  which  I  call  to  apprehend. 

It  must  lie  clear,  however,  that  even  this  [i>.  i-m] 
apprehension  of  the  manifold  could  not  alone  pro- 
duce a  coherence  of  impressions  or  an  image,  without 
some  subjective  power  of  calling  one  perception  from 
which  the  mind  DM  gone  over  to  another  hack  to 
that  which  follows,  and  thus  forming  whole  series  of 
perceptions.  This  is  the  reproductive  faculty  of 
imagination  which  is  and  can  he  empirical  only. 

If  representations,  as  they  happen  to  meet  with 
one  another,  could  reproduce  each  other  at  hap- 
hazard, they  would  have  no  definite  OOQSMDOe,  hut 
would  form  irregular  agglomerations  only,  and  never 
produce  knowledge.  It  is  necessary  therefore  that 
their  reproduction  should  be  subject  to  a  rule  by 
which  one  representation  connects  itself  in  imagina- 
tion with  a  second  and  not  with  a  third.  It  is  this 
subjective  and  empirical  ground  of  reproduction  ac- 
cording to  rules,  which  is  called  the  association  of 
representations. 

If  this  unity  of  association  did  not  possess  an 
objective  foundation  also,  which  makes  it  impossible 
that  phenomena  should  be  apprehended  bv  imagina- 
tion in  any  other  way  but  under  the  condition  of  a 
possible  synthetical  unity  of  that  apprehension,  it 
would  be  a  mere  accident  that  phenomena  lend 
themselves  to  a  certain  connection  in  human  know- 
ledge.    Though  we  might  have  the  power  of  asso- 

beyond  our  receptivity  of  impressions,  requires  something  more, 
namely,  u  function  for  their  synthesis. 
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ciating  perceptions,  it  would  still  be  a  matter  [p.  122] 
of  uncertainty  and  chance  whether  they  themselves 
are  associable  ;  and,  in  case  they  should  not  he  so,  a 
number  of  perceptions,  nay,  the  whole  of  our  sen- 
sibility, might  possibly  contain  a  great  deal  of  em- 
pirical consciousness,  but  in  a  separate  state,  nay, 
without  belonging  to  the  one  consciousnes  of  myself, 
which  however  is  impossible.  Only  by  ascribing  all 
perceptions  to  one  consciousness  (the  original  appre- 
hension) can  I  say  of  all  of  them  that  I  am  conscious 

of  them.    Ft  must  be  therefore  an  objective  ground. 

that  is.  one  that  can  be  understood  as  existing  a 
priori,  and  before  all  empirical  laws  of  imagination, 
on  which  alone  the  possibility,  nay,  even  the  neces- 
sity of  a  law  can  rest,  which  pervade*  all  phenomena, 
and  which  makes  us  look  Opon  them  all,  without  ex- 
ception, as  data  of  the  senses,  being  associable  by 
themselves,  and  subject  to  general  rules  of  a  per- 
manent connection  in  their  reproduction.  This  ob- 
jective ground  of  all  association  of  phenomena  I  call 
their  ([finiti/,  and  this  can  nowhere  be  found  except 
in  the  principle  of  the  unity  of  apperception  applied 
to  all  knowledge  which  is  to  belong  to  me  Accord- 
ing to  it  all  phenomena,  without  exception,  must  so 
enter  into  the  mind  or  be  apprehended  as  to  agree 
with  the  unity  of  apperception.  This,  without  a  syn- 
thetical unity  in  their  connection,  which  is  therefore 
necessary  objectively  also,  would  be  impossible. 

We  have  thus  seen  that  the  objective  unity  [p.  1 23] 
of  all  (empirical)  consciousness  in  one  consciousness 
(that  of  the  original  apperception)  is  tho  necessary 
condition  of  all  possible  perception,  while  the  affinity 
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of  .ill  phenomena  (near  or  remote)  is  a  necessary  con- 
sequence of  a  synthesis  in  imagination  which  is,  a 
priori,  founded  on  rules. 

Imagination  is  therefore  likewise  the  power  of  a 
synthesis  a  priori,  which  is  the  reason  why  we  called 
it  productive  imagination,  aud  so  far  as  this  aims  at 
nothing  hut  the  necessary  unity  in  the  synthesis  of 
all  the  manifold  in  phenomena,  it  may  he  called  tin 
transcendental  function  of  imagination.  However 
strange  therefore  it  may  appear  at  Bret,  it  must 
nevertheless  have  Itecome  clear  by  this  time  that 
the  affinity  of  phenomena  and  with  it  their  asso- 
ciation, and  through  that,  lastly,  their  reproduction 
also  according  to  laws,  that  is,  the  whole  of  our  expe- 
rience, becomes  possible  only  by  means  of  that  tran- 
scendental function  of  imagination,  without  which 
no  concepts  of  objects  could  ever  come  together  in 
one  experience. 

It  is  the  permanent  and  unchanging  Ego  (of  pure 
apperception)  which  forms  the  correlative  of  all  our  re- 
presentations, if  we  are  to  become  conscious  of  them, 
and  all  consciousness  belongs  quite  as  much  to  such 
an  all-embracing  pure  apperception  as  all  sensuous 
intuition  belongs,  as  a  representation,  to  a  [p.  124] 
pure  internal  intuition,  namely,  time.  This  ap- 
perception it  is  which  must  be  added  to  pure  imagi- 
nation, in  order  to  render  its  function  intelligible. 
For  by  itself,  the  synthesis  of  imagination,  though 
carried  out  a  priori,  is  always  sensuous,  and  only 
connects  the  manifold  as  it  appears  in  intuition,  for 
instance,  the  shape  of  a  triangle.  But  when  the 
manifold  is  brought  into  relation  with  the  unity  of 
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apperception,  concepts  which  beloDg  to  the  under- 
standing become  possible,  but  only  as  related  to  sen- 
suous intuition  through  imagination. 

We  have  therefore  a  pure  imagination  as  one  of 
the  fundamental  faculties  of  the  human  soul,  on 
which  all  knowledge  a  priori  depends.  Through 
it  we  bring  the  manifold  of  intuition  on  one  side 
in  connection  with  the  condition  of  the  necessary 
unity  of  pure  apperception  on  tlie  other.  These 
two  extreme  ends,  sense  and  understanding,  must 
l*  brought  into  contact  with  each  other  by  mean* 
of  the  transcendental  function  of  imagination,  be- 
cause, without  it.  the  senses  might  give  us  pheno- 
but  no  objects  of  empirical  knowledge,  there- 
fore no  experience.  Real  experience,  which  i 
up  of  apprehension,  association  (of  reproduction), 
and  lastly  recognition  of  phenomena,  contains  in 
this  last  and  highest  (among  the  purely  [p-  1*5] 
empirical  elements  of  experience)  concepts,  which 
render  possible  the  formal  unity  of  experience,  and 
with  it,  all  objective  validity  (truth)  of  empirical 
knowledge.  These  grounds  for  the  recognition  of 
the  manifohi.  so  far  as  they  concern  the  form  only 
of  experience  in  general,  are  our  categories.  On 
them  is  founded  the  whole  formal  unity  in  the 
synthesis  of  imagination  and,  through  it,  of  the  whole 
empirical  use  of  then  (in  recognition,  1. -production, 
association,  and  apprehension)  down  to  the  very 
phenomena,  because  it  is  only  by  means  of  those 
elements  of  knowledge  that  the  phenomena  can 
belong  to  our  consciousness  and  therefore  to  ourselves. 

It  is  we  therefore  who  carry  into  the  phenomena 
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which  we  call  nature,  order  and  regularity,  nay,  we 
should  never  find  them  in  nature,  if  we  ourselves, 
or  the  nature  of  our  mind,  bad  not  originally  placed 
them  there.  For  the  unity  of  nature  is  meant  to 
be  a  necessary  and  a  priori  certain  unity  in  the 
connection  of  all  phenomena.  And  how  should  we 
a  priori  have  arrived  at  such  a  synthetical  unity,  if 
the  subjective  grouuds  of  such  unity  wi-re  not  con- 
tained a  priori  in  the  original  sources  of  our  know- 
ledge, and  if  those  subjective  conditions  did  not  at 
Mi.-  same  time  possess  objective  validity,  as  being 
the  grounds  on  which  alone  an  object  becomes  [p.  i  j6] 
possible  in  our  experience  ? 

We  have  before  given  various  definitions  of  the 
understanding,  by  calling  it  the  spontaneity  of  know- 
ledge (as  opposed  to  the  receptivity  of  the  senses), 
or  the  faculty  of  thinking,  or  the  faculty  of  concepts 
or  of  judgments  ;  all  of  these  explanations,  if  more 
closely  examined,  coming  to  the  same.  We  may 
now  characterise  it  as  the  faculty  of  rules.  This 
characteristic  is  more  significant,  and  approaches 
nearer  to  the  essence  of  the  understanding.  The 
Hi-uses  give  us  forms  (of  intuition),  fchfl  tmdatstttttding 
rules,  being  always  busy  to  examine  phenomena,  in 
order  to  discover  in  them  some  kind  of  rule.  Kules, 
bo  far  as  they  are  objective  (therefore  necessarily 
inherent  in  our  knowledge  of  an  object),  are  called 
laws.  Although  experience  teaches  us  many  laws, 
yet  these  are  only  particular  determinations  of  higher 
laws,  the  highest  of  them,  to  which  all  others  are 
subject,  springing  a  priori  from  the  understanding ; 
not  being  derived  from  experience,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
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imparting  to  the  phenomena  their  regularity,  and 
thus  making  experience  possible.  The  understanding 
therefore  in  nor.  only  a  power  of  making  rules  by  a 
comparison  of  phenomena,  it  is  itself  the  lawgiver 
of  nature,  and  without  the  understanding  nature, 
that  is,  a  synthetical  unity  of  tin-  manifold  of  [p.  127] 
phenomena,  according  to  rules,  would  he  nowhere  to 
be  found,  because  phenomena,  as  such,  cannot  exist 
without  us,  but  exist  in  our  sensibility  only.  This 
sensibility,  as  an  object  of  our  knowledge  in  any 
experience.  \\  Ufa  everything  it  may  contain,  is  possible 
only  in  the  unity  of  apperception,  which  unity  of 
apperception  is  the  transcendental  ground  of  the 
necessary  order  of  all  phenomena  in  an  ex  peri  1  m 
The  same  unity  of  apperception  with  reference  to 
the  manifold  of  representations  (so  as  to  comprehend 
it  in  one)  forms  what  we  call  the  rule,  and  the 
faculty  of  these  rules  I  call  the  understanding.  As 
possible  experience  therefore,  all  phenomena  depend 
in  the  same  way  a  priori  on  the  understanding, 
and  receive  their  fi.nnal  possibility  from  it  as,  when 
looked  upon  as  mere  intuitions,  they  depend  on 
sensibility,  and  become  possible  through  it,  so  far 
as  their  form  is  OOBOOtnod 

r  exaggerated  therefore  and  absurd  it 
may  sound,  that  the  understanding  is  itself  the 
souroo  of  the  laws  of  nature,  and  of  its  formal 
unity,  such  a  statement  is  lieveitheloM  correct  and 
in  MOOfdani  experience.     It  is  quite  true,  no 

doubt,  that  empirical  laws,  as  such,  cannot  derive 
their  origin  from  the  pure  understanding,  as  little 
aa  the  infinite  raanifoldness  of  phenomena  001 1 1  I   !•>■ 
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sufficiently  comprehended  through  the  pure  form  of 
sensuous  intuition.  But  all  empirical  laws  are  only 
particular  determinations  of  the  pure  laws  of  [p.  u8] 
the  understanding,  under  which  and  according  to 
which  the  farmer  hecome  possible,  and  pheno- 
mena assume  a  regular  form,  quite  as  much  as  all 
phenomena,  in  spite  of  the  variety  of  their  empirical 
form,  must  always  submit  to  the  conditions  of  the 
pure  form  of  sensibility. 

The  pure  understanding  is  therefore  in  the  cate- 
gories the  law  of  the  synthetical  unity  of  all  pheno- 
mena, and  Urns  make*  experience,  so  far  as  its  form 
is  concerned,  for  the  first  time  possible.  This,  and 
no  more  than  this,  we  were  called  upon  to  prove 
iu  the  transcendental  deduction  of  the  categories, 
namely,  to  make  the  relation  of  the  understanding 
to  our  sensibility,  and  through  it  to  all  objects  of 
experience,  that  is  the  objective  validity  of  the  pure 
concepts  of  the  understanding,  conceivable  a  priori, 
and  thus  to  establish  their  origin  and  their  truth. 

SUMMARY  REPRESENTATION 


OF  THK  CORRECTNESS  AND  OF  THE  ONLY  POSSIBILITY 
OF  A  DEDUCTION  OF  THE  PUKE  CONCEPfS  OF  THE 
UNDERSTANDING. 

If  the  objects  with  which  our  knowledge  has  to 
deal  were  things  by  themselves,  we  could  have  no 
concepts  a  priori  of  them.  For  where  should  we 
take  them  1  If  we  took  them  from  the  object  (with- 
out asking  even  the  question,  how  that  [p.  129] 
object  could  be  known  to  us)  our  concepts  would 
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l>e  empirical  only,  not  concepts  a  prior!.  If  we  took 
them  from  within  ourselves,  then  that  which  is 
within  us  onlv,  could  not  determine  the  nature  of 
an  object  different  from  our  representations,  that  is, 
supply  a  ground  why  there  should  be  a  thing  to 
which  something  like  what  we  have  in  our  thoughts 
really  belongs,  and  why  all  this  representation  should 
not  rather  be  altogether  empty.  But  if,  on  the 
contrary,  we  have  to  deal  with  phenomena  only,  then 
it  becomes  not  only  possible,  but  necessary,  that 
certain  concepts  a  priori  should  precede  our  empirical 
knowledge  of  objects.  For  being  phenomena,  they 
form  an  object  that  is  within  us  only,  because  a  mere 
modification  of  our  sensibility  can  never  exist  out- 
side us.  The  very  idea  that  all  these  phenomena,  and 
therefore  all  objects  with  which  we  have  to  deal, 
are  altogether  within  me,  or  determinations  of  my 
own  identical  self,  implies  by  itself  the  necessity 
of  a  permanent  unity  of  them  in  one  and  the  same 
apperception.  In  that  unity  of  a  possible  conscious- 
ness consists  also  the  form  of  all  knowledge  of  ob- 
jects, by  which  the  manifold,  as  belonging  to  one 
object,  is  thought.  The  manner  therefore  in  whirh 
the  manifold  of  sensuous  representation  (intuition) 
belongs  to  our  consciousness,  precedes  all  knowledge 
of  an  object,  as  its  intellectual  form,  and  consti- 
tutes a  kind  of  formal  knowledge  of  all  objects  a 
priori,  if  they  are  to  be  thought  (categories).  [j>.  130] 
Their  synthesis  by  means  of  pure  imagination,  and 
the  unity  of  all  representations  with  reference  to  the 
original  apperception,  precede  all  empirical  know- 
ledge. Pure  concepts  of  the  understanding  are 
vol.  11.  I 
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therefore  a  priori  possible,  nay,  with  regard  to 
experience,  necessary,  for  this  simple  reason,  because 
our  knowledge  has  to  deal  with  nothing  but  phe- 
nomena, the  possibility  of  which  depends  on  ourselves, 
and  the  connection  and  unity  of  which  (in  the  re- 
presentation of  an  object)  can  be  found  in  ourselves 
only,  as  antecedent  to  all  experience,  nay,  as  first 
rendering  all  experience  possible,  so  far  as  its  form  is 
concerned.  On  this  ground,  as  the  only  possible 
'one,  our  deduction  of  the  categories  has  been 
carried  out.] 
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ANALYTIC   OF   PRINCIPLES. 


General  logic  is  built  up  on  a  plan  that  coincides 
accurately  with  the  division  of  the  higher  faculties 
of  knowledge.  These  are,  Understanding,  Judgment, 
and  Reason.  Logic  therefore  treats  in  its  analytical 
portion  of  concepts,  judgments,  and  syllogisms  corre- 
sponding with  the  functions  and  the  order  [p.  131] 
of  the  above-named  faculties  of  the  mind,  which  are 
generally  comprehended  under  the  vague  name  of 
the  understanding. 

As  formul  logic  takes  no  account  of  the  contents 
of  our  knowledge  (pure  or  empirical),  but  treats  of 
the  form  of  thought  only  (discursive  knowledge),  it 
may  well  contain  in  its  analytical  portion  the  canon 
of  reason,  reason  being,  according  to  its  form,  subject 
to  definite  rules  which,  without  reference  to  the 
particular  nature  of  the  knowledge  to  which  they 
are  applied,  can  be  found  out  a  priori  by  a  mere 
analysis  of  the  acts  of  reasoning  into  their  com- 
ponent parts. 

Transcendental  logic,  being  limited  to  a  certain 
content,  namely,  to  pure  knowledge  a  priori,  cannot 
follow  general  logic  in  this  division ;  for  it  is  clear 
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t  bat  tlie  transcendental  use  of  reason  cannot  bo  ob- 
jectively valid,  and  cannot  therefore  belong  to  the 
logic  of  truth,  that  is,  to  Analytic,  but  must  be  allowed 
to  form  a  separate  part  of  our  scholastic  system,  as 
a  logic  of  illusion,  under  the  name  of  transcendental 
Dialectic. 

Understanding  and  judgment  have  therefore  a 
canon  of  their  objectively  valid,  and  therefore  true 
iiso  in  transcendental  logic,  and  belong  to  its  analy- 
tical portion.  But  reason,  in  its  attempt*  to  deter- 
mine anything  a  priori  with  reference  to  objects,  anil 
to  extend  knowledge  beyond  the  limits  of  possible 
experience,  is  altogether  dialectical,  and  its  [p.  131] 
illusory  assertions  have  no  place  in  a  canon  such  as 
Analytic  demands. 

Our  Analytic  of  principles  therefore  will  be  merely 
a  canon  of  the  faculty  of  judgment,  teaching  it  how 
to  apply  to  phenomena  the  concepts  of  the  under- 
standing, which  contain  the  condition  of  rules  a 
priori.  For  this  reason,  and  in  order  to  indicate  my 
purpose  more  clearly,  I  shall  use  the  name  of  doctrine 
of  the  faculty  of  judgment,  while  treating  of  the  real 
principle*  of  the  understanding. 

INTRODUCTION. 


OF    THE     TRANSCENDENTAL    FACULTY    OF    JUDGMENT 
IN   GENERAL. 

If  the  understanding  is  explained  as  the  faculty 
of  rules,  the  faculty  of  judgment  consists  in  per- 
forming the  subsumption  under  these  rules,  that  is, 
in  detenuiiuug  whether  anything  falls  under  a  given 
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rule  (casus  daUe  legis)  or  not  General  logic  contains 
no  precepts  for  the  faculty  of  judgment  and  cannot  con- 
tain them.  For  as  it  takes  no  account  of  the  contents 
of  our  knowledge,  it  has  only  to  explain  analytically 
the  more  form  of  knowledge  iu  concepts,  [pi  133] 
judgments,  and  syllogisms,  and  thus  to  establish 
formal  rides  for  the  proper  employment  of  the  under- 
standing. If  it  were  to  attempt  to  show  in  general 
how  anything  should  be  arranged  under  these  rules. 
and  how  we  should  determine  whether  something 
falls  under  them  or  not,  this  could  only  take  place 
by  means  of  a  new  rule.  This,  because  it  is  a  new 
rule,  requires  a  new  precept  for  the  factdty  of  judg- 
ment, and  we  thus  learn  that,  though  the  understaml- 
iug  is  capable  of  being  improved  and  instructed  by 
mean*  of  roles,  I  lie  t'.irultA  of  Judgment  is  a  speda] 
talent  which  cannot  be  taught,  but  must  be  practised. 
This  is  what  constitutes  our  so  called  mother-wit,  the 
absence  of  which  cannot  be  remedied  by  any  schooling. 
For  although  the  teacher  may  offer,  and  as  it  were 
graft  into  a  narrow  understanding,  plenty  of  rules 
burrowed  from  the  experience  of  others,  the  faculty 
of  using  them  rightly  must  belong  to  the  pupil 
himself,  and  without  that  talent  no  precept  that 
may  be  given   is  safe  from   abuse '.     A    physician 


1  Deficiency  in  the  faculty  of  judgment  U  really  what  we  call 
tumidity,  anil  them  in  no  remedy  for  that.  An  obtuse  and  narrow 
mind,  deficient  in  nothing  but  u  proper  degree  of  understanding 
and  correct  concept*,  may  l>e  improved  by  study,  so  far  m  to  be- 
come even  learned.  But  a»  even  then  there  is  often  a  deficiency 
of  judgment  (lecunda  I'ctri)  vro  often  meet  with  very  lc*med  men, 
who  in  handling  their  learning  betray  that  original  deficiency  which 
..hi  in  P«T  be  mended. 
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there  fore,  a  judge,  or  a  politician,  may  [p.  134] 
carry  in  his  head  many  beautiful  pathological, 
juridical  or  political  rules,  nay,  he  may  even  become 
an  accurate  teacher  of  them,  and  he  may  yet  in  the 
application  of  these  rules  commit  many  a  blunder, 
uthec  because  he  is  deficient  in  judgment,  though 
not  in  understanding,  knowing  the  general  in  the 
abstract,  but  unable  to  determine  whether  a  conen  t, 
case  fulls  under  it ;  or,  it  may  be,  because  his  judgment 
has  not  been  sufficiently  trained  by  examples  and  prac- 
tical experience.  It  is  the  one  great  advantage  of  ex- 
amples that  they  sharpen  the  faculty  of  judgment, 
but  they  are  apt  to  impair  the  accuracy  and  pre- 
cision of  the  understanding,  because  they  fulfil  but 
rarely  the  conditions  of  the  rule  quite  adequately 
(as  casus  in  tannins).  Nay,  they  often  weaken  the 
effort  of  the  understanding  in  comprehending  rules 
according  to  their  general  adequacy,  and  independent 
of  the  special  circumstances  of  experience,  and  ac- 
custom us  to  use  them  in  the  end  as  formulas  rather 
than  as  principles.  Examples  may  thus  be  called 
the  go-cart  of  the  judgment,  which  those  who  are 
deficient  in  natural  talent '  can  never  do  without 

But  although  general  logic  can  give  no  [p.  135] 
precepts  to  the  faculty  of  judgment,  the  case  is  quite 
different  with  transcendental  logic,  so  that  it  seems 
as  if  it  were  the  proper  business  of  the  latter  to  cor- 
rect and  to  establish  by  definite  rules  the  faculty  of  the 
judgment  in  the  use  of  the  pure  understanding.     For 

'  DtaseHen  has  been  changed  into  dffM&m  in  Inter  editions. 
Deattlben,  however,  mny  he  meant  to  refer  to  Uftlit.il,  M  contained 
\al  rthtiUkrqft, 
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as  a  doctrine  and  a  means  of  enlarging  the  field  of  pure 
knowledge  a  priori  for  the  benefit  of  the  understand- 
ing, philosophy  does  not  seem  necessary,  but  rather 
hurtful,  because,  in  spite  of  all  attempt*  that  have 
been  hitherto  made,  hardly  a  single  inch  of  ground 
has  been  gained  by  it.  For  critical  purposes,  however, 
and  in  order  to  guard  the  faculty  of  judgment  against 
mistakes  (lapsus  judicii)  in  its  use  of  the  few  pure 
concepts  of  the  understanding  which  we  possess, 
philosophy  (though  its  benefits  may  be  negative  only) 
has  to  employ  all  the  acuteness  and  penetration  at 
its  command. 

What  distinguishes  transcendental  philosoplr. 
that  besides  giving  the  rules  (or  rather  the  general 
condition  of  rules)  which  are  contained  in  the  pun- 
concept  of  the  understanding,  it  can  at  the  same  time 
indicate,  a  priori,  the  case  to  which  each  rule  may  lx: 

:i]i|. lit  il.    The  superiority  which  it  enjoys  in  'his  ra 

8pect  over  all  other  sciences,  except  mathematics,  is 
due  to  this,  that  it  treats  of  concepts  which  are  meant 
to  refer  to  their  objects  a  priori,  so  that  their  objec- 
tive validity  cannot  be  proved  a  posieriori,  [p.  136] 
because  this  would  not  affect  their  own  peculiar  dig- 
nity. It  must  show,  on  the  contrary,  by  means  of 
general  but  sufficient  marks,  the  conditions  under 
which  objects  can  be  given  corresponding  to  those 
concepts ;  otherwise  these  would  be  without  any  con- 
tents, mere  logical  forms,  and  not  pure  concepts  of 
the  understanding. 

Our  transcendental  doctrine  of  the  faculty  of 
judgment  will  consist  of  two  chapters.  The  first 
will   treat  of  the   sensuous   condition   under  which 
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alone  pure  concepts  of  the  understanding  can  be 
used.  This  is  what  I  call  the  schematism  of  the  pure 
understanding.  The  second  will  treat  of  the  syn- 
thetical judgments,  which  can  be  derived  under  these 
conditions  a  priori  from  pure  concepts  of  the  under- 
standing, and  on  which  all  knowledge  a  priori  de- 
pends. It  will  treat,  therefore,  of  the  principles  of 
the  pure  understanding. 


THE   TRANSCENDENTAL   D0<  TIMXE 

[!•■  '37] 

OF  THK 

FACULTY  OF  JUDGMENT 
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ANALYTIC  OF  PRINCIPLES. 


CHAPTER    I. 


OF  THE   SCHEMATISM    OP  THK   PURE   CONCEPTS   OF 
THE   UNDERSTANDING. 

In  comprehending  any  object  under  a  concept, 
the  representation  of  the  former  must  be  homoge- 
neous with  (lit:  latter1,  that  is,  the  concept  must 
contain  that  which  is  represented  in  the  object  to  be 
pi •li.'iided  under  it,  for  this  is  the  only  meaning 
of  the  expression  that  an  object  is  comprehend  I 
under  a  concept.  Thus,  for  instance,  the  empirical 
concept  of  a  plate  is  homogeneous  with  the  pure 
geometrical  concept  of  a  circle,  the  roundness  which 
is  conceived  in  the  first  forming  an  object  of  intuition 
in  the  latter. 

Now  it  is  clear  that  pure  concepts  of  the  under- 
standing, as  compared  with  empirical  or  sensuous 
impressions  in  general,  are  entirely  heterogeneous, 
and  can  never  be  met  with  in  any  intuition.     How 

1    Raul  ilnn  1/tiUrtn,  m    eomcted   fay   Roaenkntaz,  for  <Ur 
titumm. 
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then  can  the  latter  be  comprehended  under  the 
former,  or  how  can  the  categories  be  applied  to  pheno- 
mena, as  no  one  is  likely  to  say  that  causality,  for  in- 
stance, could  bfl  seen  through  the  senses,  and  was  con- 
tained in  the  phenomenon  1  It  is  really  this  [p.  138] 
very  natural  and  important  question  which  renders 
a  transcendental  doctrine  of  the  faculty  of  judgment 
necessary,  in  order  to  show  how  it  is  possible  that 
any  of  the  pure  concepts  of  the  understanding  can  be 
applied  to  phenomena.  In  all  other  sciences  in 
which  the  concepts  by  which  the  object  is  thought  in 
general  are  not  so  heterogeneous  or  different  from 
those  which  represent  it  in  concreto,  and  as  it  is  given, 
there  is  no  necessity  to  enter  into  any  discussions  as 
to  the  applicability  of  the  former  to  the  latter. 

In  our  case  there  must  be  some  third  thing  homo- 
geneous on  the  one  side  with  the  category,  and  on 
the  other  with  the  phenomenon,  to  render  the  appli- 
cation of  the  former  to  the  latter  possible.  This 
intermediate  representation  must  be  pure  (free  from 
all  that  is  empirical)  aud  yet  intelligible  on  the  one 
side,  and  sensuous  on  the  other.  Such  a  representa- 
tion is  the  transcendental  schema. 

The  concept  of  the  understanding  contains  pure 
synthetical  unity  of  the  manifold  in  general.  Time,  as 
the  formal  condition  of  the  manifold  in  the  internal 
sense,  consequently  of  the  conjunction  of  all  repre- 
sentations, contains  a  manifold  a  priori,  in  pure 
intuition.  A  transcendental  determination  of  time  is 
so  far  homogeneous  with  the  category  (which  consti- 
tutes its  unity)  that  it  is  general  and  founded  on  a 
rule  a  priori;  and  it  is  on  the  other  hand  so  far 
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homogeneous  with  the  phenomenon,  that  [p.  139] 
time  must  be  contained  in  every  empirical  representa- 
tion of  the  manifold.  The  Application  of  the  category 
to  phenomena  becomes  poemhk  therefore  by  means 
of  the  transcendental  determination  of  time,  which, 
as  a  schema  of  the  concepts  of  the  understanding, 
allows  the  phenomena  to  be  comprehended  under  the 
category. 

After  what  has  been  said  in  the  deduction  of  the 
categories,  we  hope  that  nobody  will  hesitate  in  an- 
swering the  question  whether  these  pure  concepts 
of  the  understanding  allow  only  of  an  empirical  or 
also  of  a  transcendental  application,  that  is.  whether, 

as  conditions  of  a  possible  experience,  t li<\  refer  a 
I"  inri  to  phenomena  only,  or  whether,  as  conditions 
of  the  possibility  of  things  in  general,  they  may  be 
extended  to  objects  by  themselves  (without  restriction 
to  our  sensibility).  For  there  we  saw  that  concepts  are 
quite  impossible  and  cannot  have  any  meaning  unless 
there  be  an  object  given  either  to  them  or,  at  least,  to 
some  of  the  elements  of  whieh  they  consist,  and  that 
they  can  never  refer  to  things  by  themselves  (without 
regard  as  to  whether  and  how  things  may  be  given  to 
us).  We  likewise-  saw  that  the  only  way  in  which 
objects  can  be  given  to  us,  consists  in  a  modification 
of  our  sensibility,  and  lastly,  that  pure  concepts  a 
priori  must  contain,  besides  the  function  of  the  under- 
standing in  the  category  itself,  formal  conditions  a 
priori  of  sensibility  (particularly  of  the  in-  [p.  no] 
terual  sense)  which  form  the  general  condition  iindi-r 
which  alone  the  category  may  be  applied  to  auy  ob- 
ject.   We  shall  call  this  formal  and  pure  condition  of 
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sensibility,  to  which  the  concept  of  the  understanding 
is  restricted  in  its  application,  its  schema;  and  the 
function  of  the  understanding  in  these  schemata,  the 
wAwgffwi  i >f  the  pure  understanding. 

The  schema  by  itself  is  no  doubt  a  product  of  the 
imagination  only,  but  as  the  synthesis  of  the  imagi- 
nation does  not  aim  at  a  single  intuition,  but  at  some 
kind  of  unity  alone  in  the  determination  of  sensibility, 
the  schema  ought  to  be  distinguished  from  the  image. 

Thus,  if  I  place  five  points,  one  after  the  other 

this  is  an  imago  of  the  number  live.  If,  on  the  con- 
trary, I  think  of  a  number  iu  general,  whether  it  be 
five  or  a  hundred,  this  thinking  is  rather  the  repre- 
sentation of  a  method  of  representing  in  one  image  a 
certain  quantity  (for  instance  a  thousand)  according 
to  a  certain  concept,  than  the  image  itself,  which,  in 
the  case  of  a  thousand,  I  could  hardly  take  in  and 
compare  with  the  concept.  This  ivpre.sent.;ition  of  a 
general  procedure  of  the  imagination  by  which  a 
concept  reeeives  its  image,  I  call  the  schema  of  such 
concept. 

The  fact  is  that  our  pure  sensuous  concepts  do  not 
depend  on  images  of  objects,  but  on  schemata,  [p.  14'] 
No  image  of  a  triangle  in  general  could  ever  be  ade- 
quate to  its  concept.  It  would  never  attain  to  that 
generality  of  the  concept,  which  makes  it  applicable 
to  all  triangles,  whether  right-angled,  or  acute-angled, 
or  anything  else,  but  would  always  be  restricted  to 
one  portion  only  of  the  sphere  of  the  concept.  The 
Bohema  of  the  triangle  can  exist  nowhere  but  in 
thought,  and  is  in  fact  a  rule  for  the  synthesis  of 
imagination  with    respect  to  pure  forms  in    space. 
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Still  less  does  an  object  of  experience  or  its  imago 
ever  cover  the  empirical  concept,  which  always  refers 
directly  to  the  schema  of  imagination  as  a  rule  for 
the  determination  of  our  intuitions,  according  to  a 
iin  general  concept.  The  concept  of  dog  means 
a  rule  according  to  which  my  imagination  can  always 
draw  a  general  outline  of  the  figure  of  a  four-lout-  >1 
animal,  without  being  restricted  to  any  particular 
figure  supplied  by  experience  or  to  any  possible 
image  which  I  may  draw  in  the  concrete.  This 
schematism  of  our  understanding  applied  to  pheno- 
mena and  their  mere  form  is  an  art  hidden  in  t ln- 
depth  of  the  human  soul,  the  true  secrets  of  which 
we  shall  hardly  ever  be  able  to  guess  and  reveal. 
So  much  only  W8  can  say,  tliat  the  image  is  a  pro- 
duct of  the  empirical  faculty  of  the  productive 
imagination,  while  the  schema  of  sensuous  concepts 
(such  as  of  figures  in  space)  is  a  product  and  [p.  143] 
so  to  say  a  monogram  of  the  pure  imagination  a 
priori,  through  which  and  according  to  which  images 
MninselveB  become  possible,  though  they  are  no 
fully  adequate  to  the  concept,  and  can  be  connected 
with  it  by  moans  of  their  schema  only.  The  schema 
of  a  pure  concept  of  the  understanding,  on  the  con- 
trary, is  something  which  can  never  be  made  into 
an  image  ;  for  it  is  the  pure  synthesis  determined  by 
a  rule  of  unity,  according  to  concepts,  as  expressed 
by  the  category,  and  represents  a  transcendental  pro- 
duct of  the  imagination,  which  concerns  the  deter- 
mination of  the  internal  sense  in  general,  under  the 
conditions  of  its  form  (time)  as  applied  to  all  repre- 
sentations, so  far  as  these  are  meant  to  be  joined  a 
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priori  in  one  concept,  according  to  the  unity  of  apper- 
ception. 

Without  dwelling  any  longer  on  a  dry  and  tediotiR 
determination  of  all  that  is  required  for  the  transcen- 
dental schemata  of  the  pure  concepts  of  the  under- 
standing in  general,  we  shall  proceed  at  once  to 
resent  them  according  to  the  order  of  the  catego- 
ries, and  in  connection  with  them. 

The  pure  image  of  all  quantities  (quanta)  before 
the  external  sense,  is  space ;  tliat  of  all  objects  of 
the  senses  in  general,  time.  The  pure  schema  of 
quantity  (quautitas),  however,  as  a  concept  of  the 
understanding,  is  number,  a  representation  which 
comprehends  the  successive  addition  of  one  to  one 
(homogeneous).  Time  therefore  is  nothing  [p.  143] 
but  the  unity  of  the  synthesis  of  the  manifold  (repe- 
tition) of  a  homogeneous  intuition  in  general,  I 
myself  producing  the  time  in  the  apprehension  of  the 
intuition. 

Reality  is,  in  the  pure  concept  of  the  understanding, 
that  which  corresponds  to  a  sensation  in  general  : 
that,  therefore,  tho  concept  of  which  indicates  by 
itself  being  (in  time),  while  negation  is  that  the  con- 
cept of  which  represents  not-being  (in  time).  The 
opposition  of  the  two  takes  place  therefore  by  a  dis- 
tinction of  one  and  the  same  time,  as  either  filled  or 
empty.  As  time  is  only  the  form  of  intuition,  that  is, 
of  objects  as  phenomena,  that  which  in  the  phenomena 
corresponds  to  sensation,  constitutes  the  transcen- 
dental matter  of  all  objects,  as  things  by  themselves 
(reality,  Sachheit).  Every  sensation,  however,  has  a 
degree  or  quantity  by  which  it  can  fill  the  same  time, 
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(that  is,  the  internal  sense,  with  reference  to  the  same 
representation  of  an  object)  more  or  less,  till  it  vanishes 
into  nothing  (equal  to  nought  or  negation).  There 
exists,  therefore,  a  relation  and  connection,  or  rather 
a  transition  from  reality  to  negation,  which  makes 
every  reality  representable  as  a  quantum  ;  and  a 
schema  of  a  reality,  as  the  quantity  of  something 
which  fills  time,  is  this  very  continuous  and  uniform 
production  of  reality  in  time ;  while  we  either  de- 
scend from  the  sensation  which  has  a  certain  degree, 
to  its  vanishing  in  time,  or  ascend  from  the  negation 
of  sensation  to  some  quantity  of  it. 

The  schema  of  substance  is  the  permanence  [p.  «<*] 
of  the  real  in  time,  that  is,  the  representation  of  it  as 
a  substratum  for  the  empirical  determination  of  time 
in  general,  which  therefore  remains  while  everything 
else  changes.  (It  is  not  time  that  passes,  but  the 
existence  of  the  changeable  passes  in  time.  Wliat 
corresponds  therefore  in  the  phenomena  to  time, 
which  in  itself  is  unchangeable  and  permanent,  is 
the  unchangeable  in  existence,  that  is,  substance; 
and  it  is  only  in  it  that  the  succession  and  the  co- 
existence of  phenomena  can  be  determined  according 
to  time.) 

The  schema  of  cause  and  of  the  causality  of  a  thing 
in  general  is  the  real  which,  when  once  supposed  to 
exist,  is  always  followed  by  something  else.  It  con- 
sists therefore  in  the  succession  of  the  manifold,  in  so 
far  as  tliat  succession  is  subject  to  a  rule. 

The  schema  of  community  (reciprocal  action)  or 
of  the  reciprocal  causality  of  substances,  in  respect 
to  their  accidents,  is  the  coexistence,  according  to  a 
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general  rule,  of  the  determinations  of  the  one  with 
tho6e  of  the  other. 

The  schema  of  possibility  is  tin-  agreement  of  the 
synthesis  of  different  representations  with  the  con- 
ditions of  time  in  general,  as  for  instance  when 
i  I  posites  cannot  exist  at  the  same  time  in  the  same 
tiling,  but  only  one  after  the  other.  It  is  therefore 
the  determination  of  the  representation  of  a  thing 
at  any  given  time. 

The  schema  of  reality  is  existence  at  any  [p.  M.i] 
given  time. 

The  schema  of  necessity  is  the  existence  of  an 
object  at  all  times. 

It  is  clear  therefore,  if  we  examine  all  the  cate- 
gories, that  a  schema  of  quantity  contains  and  re- 
presents the  production  (synthesis)  of  time  itself  in 
the  successive  apprehension  of  an  object ;  the  schema 
of  quality,  the  synthesis  of  sensation  (perception) 
with  the  representation  of  time  or  the  filling-up  of 
time  ;  the  schema  of  relation,  the  relation  of  per- 
eeptions  to  each  other  at  all  (imes  (that  is,  according 
to  a  rule  which  determines  time) ;  lastly,  the  schema 
of  modality  and  its  categories,  time  itself  as  the 
correlative  of  the  determination  of  an  object  as  to 
whether  and  how  it  belongs  to  time.  The  schemata 
therefore  are  nothing  but  determinations  of  time  a 
priori  according  to  rules,  and  these,  as  applied  to  all 
possible  objects,  refer  in  the  order  of  the  categories 
to  the  series  of  time,  the  contents  of  time,  the  order  of 
time,  and  lastly,  the  comprehension  of  time. 

We  have  thus  seen  that  the  schematism  of  the 
understanding,  by  means  of  a  transcendental  syn- 
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thesis  of  imagination,  amounts  to  nothing  else  but 
the  unity  of  the  manifold  in  tlie  intuition  of  the 
internal  sense,  and  therefore  indirectly  the  unity  of 
I  it  ion,  as  an  active  function  corresponding  to 
the  internal  sense  (as  receptive).  These  schemata 
therefore  of  the  pure  concepts  of  the  under-  [p.M<>] 
standing  are  the  true  and  only  conditions  by  which 
these  concepts  can  gain  a  relation  to  objects,  that 
is,  a  significance,  and  the  categories  are  thus  in  the 
end  of  no  other  but  a  possible  empirical  use,  serving 
oidy,  on  account  of  an  a  priori  necessary  unity  (the 
necessary  connection  of  all  consciousness  in  one 
original  apperception)  to  subject  all  phenomena  to 
general  rules  of  synthesis,  and  thus  to  render  them 
capable  of  a  general  connection  in  experience. 

All  our  knowledge  is  contained  within  this  whole 
of  possible  experience,  and  transcendental  truth,  which 
precedes  all  empirical  truth  and  renders  it  possible, 
consists  in  its  general  relation  to  that  experience. 

But  although  the  schemata  of  sensibility  serve 
thus  to  realise  the  categories,  it  must  strike  every- 
body that  they  at  the  Rime  time  restrict  them,  that 
Is  limit  them  by  conditions  foreign  to  the  under- 
standing and  belonging  to  sensibility.  Hence  the 
schema  is  really  the  phenomenon,  or  the  sensuous 
concept  of  an  object  in  agreement  with  the  category 
(numerut  est  quantitas  phenomenon,  sensatio  realitas 
jiluenomenon,  constant  d  jurduraJAU  rerum  sub- 
stantia phenomenon — trternitat  necessitas  pheno- 
menon, etc.).  If  we  omit  a  restrictive  condition,  it 
would  seem  that  we  amplify  a  formerly  limited 
concept,  and  that  therefore  the  categories     [p.  147] 

VOL.  II.  K 
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in  their  pure  meaning,  free  from  all  conditions  of 
nihility,  should  be  valid  of  tilings  in  general,  as 
tiu  ij  arc,  while  their  schemata  represent  them  only  as 
'■"'.I  •gpWi so  that  these  categories  might  claim  a  far 
more  extended  power,  inde[>endeut  of  all  schemata. 
And  in  truth  we  must  allow  to  these  pure  concepts 
of  the  understanding,  apart  from  all  sensuous  con- 
ditions, a  certain  significance,  though  a  logical  one 
oidy,  with  regard  to  the  mere  unity  of  representa- 
tions, although  these  representations  have  no  object 
md  therefore  no  meaning  that  could  give  us  a  concept 
of  an  object.  Thus  substance,  if  we  leave  out  the 
sensuous  condition  of  permanence,  would  mean  no- 
thing but  a  something  that  may  be  conceived  as 
a  subject,  without  being  the  predicate  of  anything 
else.  Of  such  a  representation  we  can  make  nothing. 
because  it  doea  not  teach  us  how  that  thing  is  de- 
termined which  is  thus  to  be  considered  :is  the  first 
subject.  Categories  therefore  without  schemata,  are 
functions  only  of  the  understanding  necessary  for 
i  -i  .ncepts,  but  do  not  themselves  represent  any  object. 
This  character  is  given  to  them  by  sensibility  only, 
which  realises  the  understanding  by,  at  the  same 
time,  restricting  it. 
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CHAPTER  II. 


SYSTEM   OF   A  T.I.   PRINCIPLES  OF  TIIE    TURK 
UNDERSTANDING. 

We  havo  in  the  preceding  chapter  considered  the 
transcendental  faculty  of  judgment  with  reference 
to  those  general  conditions  only  under  which  it  is 
justified  in  using  the  pure  concepts  of  the  under- 
standing for  synthetical  judgments.  It  now  becomes 
our  duty  to  represent  systematically  those  judg- 
ments which,  under  that  critical  provision,  the  under- 
standing can  really  produce  a  priori.  For  this 
purpose  our  table  of  categories  will  be  without  doubt 
our  natural  and  best  guide.  For  it  is  the  relation  of 
the  categories  to  all  possible  experience  which  must 
constitute  all  pure  a  priori  knowledge  of  the  under- 
standing ;  and  their  relation  to  sensibility  in  general 
will  therefore  exhibit  eompletrly  and  systematically 
all  the  transcendental  principles  of  the  use  of  the 
understanding1. 

1  The   ioccrtton  of  man,  u  suggested  by  RoMDkrtnx,   i*   iin- 

paaBilt, 

K    2 
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Principles  a  priori  are  so  called,  not  only  because 
they  contain  the  grounds  for  other  judgments,  but 
also  because  they  themselves  arc  not  founded  on 
higher  and  more  general  kinds  of  knowledge.  This 
peculiarity,  however,  does  not  enable  them  to  dis- 
pense with  every  kind  of  proof;  for  although  [p.  149] 
tliis  could  not  be  given  objectively,  as  all  knowledge 
of  its  object  really  rests  on  it,  this  does  not  prevent 
us  from  attempting  to  produce  a  proof  drawn  from 
the  subjective  sources  of  the  possibility  of  a  know- 
ledge of  the  object  in  general ;  nay,  it  may  be  ne- 
■  ■■•  >!'>  io  do  ho,  because,  without  it,  DUX  WMMllian 
might  be  suspected  of  being  purely  gratuitous. 

We  shall  treat,  however,  of  those  principles  only 
which  relate  to  the  categories.  We  shall  have  no- 
thing to  do  with  the  principles  of  transcendental 
aesthetic,  according  to*  which  space  and  time  are  the 
conditions  of  the  possibility  of  all  things  as  phe- 
nomena, nor  of  the  limitation  of  those  principles, 
prohibiting  their  application  to  things  by  themselves. 
Mathematical  principles  also  do  not  belong  to  this 
part  of  our  discussion,  because  they  are  derived  from 
intuition,  and  not  from  the  pure  concept  of  the  un- 
derstanding. As  they  are  however  synthetical  judg- 
ments a  priori,  their  possibility  will  have  to  be  dis- 
i-;;.  ■■>!.  not.  iii  order  to  prow  their  rot-root iu.'.ns  ami 
apodictic  certainty,  which  would  be  unnecessary,  but 
in  order  to  make  the  possibility  of  such  self-evident 
knowledge  a  priori  conceivable  and  intelligible. 

We  shall  also  have  to  speak  of  the  principle  of  ana- 
lytical as  opposed  to  synthetical  judgments,  [p.  150] 
the  latter  being  the  proper  subject  of  our  enquiries, 
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tacause  this  very  opposition  frci-H  tin  tln-or)  of  tin- 
latter  from  all  !iii.MiTiii<-r.st:m<lirig*,  and  pltOM  tlinn 
<■!•  .irly  before  us  iu  their  own  peculiar  r. 

8Y8TEM  OF  THE  I'ltIN*CIPLE8  OP  TUP.  PIT  It  K 
UNDERSTANDING. 

Section  I. 

Of  the  highest  principle  of  all  analytical  jut* 

Whatever  the  object  of  our  knowledge  BUT  be, 
and  whatever  the  relation  between  our  knowledge 
and  its  object,  it  moat  alwav*  submit  to  that 
genera],  though  only  negative  condition  of  all  our 
judgments,  that  they  do  not  contradict  themselves ; 
otherwise  these  judgments,  without  any  reference 
to  their  object,  are  in  themselves  nothing.  But 
although  there  may  he  no  contradiction  in  our  judg- 
ment, it  may  nevertheless  connect  concepts  in  a 
manner  not  warranted  by  the  object,  or  without 
there  being  any  ground,  whether  a  priori  or  a 
posteriori,  to  confirm  such  a  judgment.  A  judg- 
ment may  therefore  be  fidse  or  groundless,  though 
in  itself  it  is  free  from  all  contradiction. 

The  proposition  thai  no  subject  can  have  ( j 
a  predicate  which  contradicts  it,  is  eeDed  the.  prin- 
ciple ef  eomhrmdUtiom.  It  is  a  genera!  though  only 
negative  criterion  of  all  truth,  and  belong*  to  logir 
only,  because  it  applies  to  knowledge  as  knowledge 
only,  without  wfawote  to  its  object,  and  auoply  de- 


1.-1 


TRANSCENDENTAL   ANALYTIC 


Nevertheless,  a  positive  use  also  may  be  made  of 
that  principle,  not  only  in  order  to  banish  falsehood 
iiiul  error,  so  far  as  they  arise  from  contradiction,  but 
also  in  order  to  discover  truth.  For  in  an  analytical 
judgment,  whether  negative  or  affirmative,  its  truth 
can  always  be  sufficiently  tested  by  the  principle  of 
contradiction,  because  the  opposite  of  that  which 
exists  and  is  thought  as  a  concept  in  oat  knowledge 
of  an  object,  is  always  rightly  negatived,  while  the 
concept  itself  is  necessarily  affirmed  of  it,  for  the 
simple  reason  that  its  opposite  would  be  in  contra- 
diction with  the  object. 

It  must  there  tore  be  admitted  that  the  principle  of 
•  Miitradiction  is  the  general  and  altogether  sufficient 
priuciple  of  all  analytical  knowledge,  though  beyond 
this  its  authority  and  utility,  as  a  sufficient  criterion 
of  truth,  must  not  be  allowed  to  extend  For  the  fact 
that  no  knowledge  can  run  counter  to  that  principle, 
without  destroying  itself,  makes  it  no  doubt  [p.  152] 
a  conditio  sine  qua  non,  but  never  a  test  of  the  truth 
of  our  knowledge.  Now,  as  in  our  present  enquiry 
we  are  chiefly  concerned  with  the  synthetical  part  of 
our  knowledge,  we  must  no  doubt  take  great  care 
never  to  offend  against  that  inviolable  principle,  but 
we  ought  never  to  expect  from  it  any  help  with 
regard  to  the  truth  of  this  kind  of  knowledge. 

There  is,  however,  a  formula  of  this  famous  prin- 
ciple— a  principle  merely  formal  and  void  of  all  con- 
tents— which  contains  a  synthesis  that  has  been 
mixed  up  with  it  from  mere  carelessness  and  without 
any  real  necessity.  This  formula  is:  It  is  impossible 
that  anything  should  be  and  at  the  same  time  not 
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be  Here,  first  of  all,  the  apodictic  certainty  ex- 
pressed by  the  word  impossible  is  added  unneces- 
sarily, because  it  is  understood  by  i  tee  If  from  the 
nature  of  the  proposition;  secondly,  the  proposition 
is  affected  by  the  condition  of  time,  and  says,  as  it 
were,  something=  A,  which  is  something  =B,  cannot 
be  at  the  same  time  not-B,  but  it  can  very  well  be 
both  (B  and  not-B)  in  succession.  For  instance,  a 
man  who  is  young  cannot  be  at  the  same  time  old, 
but  the  same  man  may  very  well  1k>  young  at  one 
time  and  not  young,  that  is.  old,  at  another.  We 
see  therefore  that  the  principle  of  contradiction,  as 
a  purely  logical  principle,  must  not  be  limited  in  ite 
application  by  time,  and  that  the  before-men-  [p.  153] 
tioned  formula  runs  counter  to  ite  very  nature.  The 
misunderstanding  arises  from  our  first  separating  one 
predicate  of  an  object  from  ite  concept,  and  by  our 
afterwards  joining  ite  opposite  with  that  predicate, 
which  gives  us  a  contradiction,  not  with  the  subject, 
but  with  one  of  its  predicates  which  is  synthetically 
connected  with  it,  and  this  again  oidy  on  condition 
that  the  first  and  second  predicate  have  both  been 
applied  at  the  same  time.  If  I  want  to  say  that  a 
man  who  is  unlearned  is  not  learned,  I  must  add 
the  condition  'at  the  same  time,'  for  a  man  who  is 
unlearned  at  one  time  may  very  well  lie  learned  at 
another.  But  if  I  say  no  unlearned  man  is  learned, 
then  the  proposition  is  analytical,  because  the 
characteristic  (unlearnedness)  forms  jiart  now  of 
the  concept  of  the  subject,  so  that  the  negative 
proposition  becomes  evident  directly  from  the  prin- 
ciple of  contradiction,  and  without  the  necessity 
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adding  the  condition,  'at  the  same  tim.  '  This  is 
the  reason  why  I  have  so  altered  the  wording  of  that 
formula  (hat  it  displays  at  once  the  nature  of  an 
analytical  proposition. 


SY8TEM  OF  THE  PRINCIPLES  OF  THE  PURE     [p.  154] 
UNDERSTANDING. 

Section  II. 
Of  the  highest  principle  of  all  syntheticul  judgments. 

The  explanation  of  the  possibility  of  synthetical 
judgments  is  B  subject  of  which  general  logic  knows 
nothing,  not  even  its  name,  while  in  a  transcendental 
logic  it  is  the  most  important  task  of  all,  nay,  even 
the  only  one,  when  we  have  to  consider  the  possi- 
bility of  synthetical  judgments  a  priori,  their  con- 
ditions, and  the  extent  of  their  validity.  For  when 
that  tut>k  is  accomplished,  the  object  of  transcen- 
dental logic,  namely,  to  determine  the  extent  and 
limits  of  the  pure  understanding,  will  have  been  fully 
attained. 

In  forming  an  analytical  judgment  I  remain  within 
a  given  concept,  while  predicating  something  of  it.  If 
what  I  predicate  is  affirmative,  I  only  predicate  of 
that  concept  what  is  already  contained  in  it ;  if  it  is 
negative,  I  only  exclude  from  it  the  opposite  of  it. 
In  forming  synthetical  judgments,  on  the  contrary,  I 
havo  to  go  beyond  a  given  concept,  in  order  to  bring 
something  together  with  it,  which  is  totally  different 
from  what  is  contained  in  it.  Here  we  have  neither 
the  relation  of  identity  nor  of  contradiction,    [p.  155] 
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and  nothing  in  the  judgment  itself  by  which  we 
can  discover  its  truth  or  its  falsehood. 

Granted,  therefore,  that  we  must  go  beyond  a  given 
concept  in  order  to  compare  it  synthetically  with 
another,  something  else  is  necessary  in  which,  as  in 
a  third,  the  synthesis  of  two  concepts  becomes  pos- 
sible. What,  then,  is  that  third  \  What  is  the  medium 
of  all  synthetical  judgments  \  It  can  only  be  that  in 
which  all  our  concepts  are  contained,  namely,  the  in- 
ternal sense  and  its  a  priori  form,  time.  The  syn- 
thesis of  representations  depends  on  imagination,  but 
their  synthetical  unity,  which  is  necessary  for  forming 
a  judgment,  depends  on  the  unity  of  apperception. 
It  is  here  therefore  that  the  possibility  of  syn- 
thetical judgments,  and  (as  all  the  three  contain 
the  sources  of  representations  a  priori)  the  possi- 
bility of  pure  synthetical  judgments  also,  will  have 
to  be  discovered  ;  nay,  they  will  on  these  grounds 
be  necessary,  if  any  knowledge  of  objects  is  to  be 
obtained  that  rests  entirely  on  a  synthesis  of  repre- 
sentations. 

If  knowledge  is  to  have  any  objective  reality,  that 
is  to  say,  if  it  is  to  refer  to  an  object,  and  find  in 
it  any  sense  and  meaning,  the  object  must  neces- 
sarily be  given  in  some  way  or  other.  Without  that 
all  concepts  are  empty.  We  have  thought  in  them,  but 
we  have  not,  by  thus  thinking,  arrived  at  any  know- 
ledge, We  have  only  played  with  representations. 
To  give  an  object,  if  this  is  not  meant  again  as  [p.  156] 
mediate  only,  but  if  it  means  to  represent  something 
immediately  in  intuition,  is  nothing  else  but  to  refer 
the  representation  of  the  object  to  <  red 
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or  possible).  Even  space  and  time,  however  pure 
these  concepts  may  lie  of  all  that  is  empirical,  and 
however  certain  it  is  that  they  are  represented  in  the 
mind  entirely  a  priori,  would  lack  nevertheless  all 
objective  validity,  all  sense  and  meaning,  if  we  could 
not  allow  the  necessity  of  their  use  with  reference  to 
all  objects  of  experience.  Nay.  their  representation  is 
:i  pure  M'h.'ina,  always  referring  bo  £haf  reproductive 

imagination  which  calls  up  the  object*  of  experience, 
mil  without  which  they  would  be  meaningless.  The 
same  applies  to  all  concepts  without  any  distinction. 
It  is  therefore  the  MMtDflJfa  r>f  experience  which 
alone  gives  objective  reality  to  all  our  knowledge 
a  priori.  Experience,  however,  depends  on  the  syn- 
thetical unity  of  phenomena,  that  is,  on  a  synthesis 
according  to  concepts  of  the  object  of  phenomena  in 
general.  Without  it,  ft  would  not  even  lie  know- 
ledge, but  only  a  rhapsody  of  perceptions,  which 
would  never  grow  into  a  connected  text  according 
to  the  rules  of  an  altogether  coherent  (possible)  con- 
sciousness, nor  into  a  transcendental  and  necessary 
unity  of  apperception.  Experience  depends  there- 
fore on  a  priori  principles  of  its  form,  that  is,  on 
icral  rules  of  unity  in  the  synthesis  of  phe-  [p.  157] 
noraena,  and  the  objective  reality  of  those  (rules)  can 
always  be  shown  by  their  being  the  necessary  con- 
ditions in  all  experience;  nay,  even  in  the  possibility 
of  all  experience.  Without  such  a  relation  synthetical 
propositions  a  priori  would  be  quite  impossible,  be- 
cause they  have  no  third  medium,  that  is,  no  object 
in  which  the  synthetical  unity  of  their  concepts  could 
prove  their  objective  reality. 
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ltliough  we  know  therefore  a  great  deal  a  priori 
in  synthetical  judgments  with  reference  to  sjmcc  in 
general,  or  to  the  figures  which  productive  imagination 
traces  in  it,  without  requiring  for  it  any  experience, 
this  our  knowledge  would  nevertheless  be  nothing 
hut  a  playing  with  the  cohweha  of  our  brain,  if  space 
were  not  to  he  considered  as  the  condition  of  phe- 
nomena which  supply  the  material  fur  extern;*!  •: 
perience.  Those  pure  synthetical  judgments  therefore 
refer  always,  though  mediately  only,  to  possihle  ex- 
perience, or  rather  to  the  possibility  of  experience, 
on  which  alone  the  objective  validity  of  their  syn- 
thesis is  founded. 

As  therefore  experience,  being  an  empirical  syn- 
thesis, is  in  its  possibility  the  only  kind  of  knowledge 
that  imparts  reality  to  every  other  synthesis,  it 
possesses,  as  knowledge  a  priori,  truth  (agreement 
with  its  object)  on  this  condition  only,  that  it  con- 
tains nothing  beyond  wliat  is  necessary  for  the 
synthetical  unity  of  experience  in  general.         [p.  158] 

The  Inchest  principle  of  all  synthetical  judgments 
is  t  this,  that  every  object  is  subject  to  the 

necessary  conditions  of  a  synthetical  unity  of  the 
manifold  of  intuition  in  a  possible  experience. 

Thus  synthetical  judgments  a  priori  are  possible, 
if  we  apply  the  formal  conditions  of  intuition  a 
priori,  the  synthesis  of  imagination,  and  the  necessary 
unity  of  it  in  a  transcendental  apperception,  to  a  pos- 
sible knowledge  in  general,  given  in  experience,  and  if 
we  say  that  the  conditions  of  the  possibility  of  1 
perience  in  general  are  at  the  same  time  conditions 
of  the  possibility  of  the  objects  of  experience  them- 
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selves,  and  thus  possess  objective  validity  in  a  syn- 
thetical judgment  a  priori. 


SYSTEM  OF  THE  PRINCIPLES  OF  THE  PURE 
UNDERSTANDING. 

Section  III. 

Systematical  representation  of  all  synthetical  principles 
of  the  ■understanding. 

That  there  should  be  principles  at  all  is  entirely 
due  to  the  pure  understanding,  which  is  not  only  the 
faculty  of  ruk'H  in  regard  to  all  that  happens,  but 
itself  the  .source  of  principles,  according  to  [p.  159] 
which  everything  (that  can  become  an  object  to  us) 
is  necessarily  subject  to  rules,  because,  without  such, 
phenomena  would  never  become  objects  corresponding 
to  knowledge.  Even  laws  of  nature,  if  they  urc  con- 
sidered as  principles  of  the  empirical  use  of  the 
understanding,  carry  with  them  a  character  of  ne- 
cessity and  thus  lead  to  the  supposition  that  they 
rest  on  grounds  which  are  valid  a  priori,  and  before 
all  experience.  Nay,  all  laws  of  nature  without 
distinction  are  subject  to  higher  principles  of  the 
understanding,  which  they  apply  to  particular  cases 
of  experience.  They  alone  therefore  supply  the 
concept  which  contains  the  condition,  and,  as  it  were, 
the  exponent  of  a  rule  in  general,  while  experience 
furnishes  each  case  to  which  the  general  rule  applies. 

There  can  hardly  be  any  danger  of  our  mistaking 
purely  empirical  principles  for  principles  of  the  pure 
understanding   or   vice   versa,  for    the   character  of 
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necessity  which  distinguishes  the  concepts  of  the 
pore  understanding,  and  the  absence  of  which  can 
easily  be  perceived  in  every  empirical  proposition, 
however  general  it  may  seem,  will  always  prevent 
their  confusion.  There  are,  however,  pure  principles  a 
priori,  which  I  should  not  like  to  ascribe  to  the  pare 
understanding,  because  they  are  derived,  not  from 
j »ure  concepts,  but  from  pure  intuitions,  although  by 
means  of  the  understanding,  which  is  the  [p.  160] 
faculty  of  the  concepts.  We  find  Buch  principles  in 
mathematics,  but  their  application  to  experience, 
and  therefore  their  objective  validity,  nay,  even  the 
possibility  of  such  synthetical  knowledge  a  priori 
(the  deduction  thereof)  rests  always  on  the  pure 
understanding. 

Hence  my  principles  will  not  include  the  principles 
of  mathematics,  but  they  will  include  those  on  which 
the  possibility  and  objective  validity  a  priori  of  those 
mathematical  principles  arc  founded,  and  which  1 
sequently  are  to  be  looked  upon  as  the  source  of 
those  principles,  proceeding  from  concepts  to  in- 
tuitions, and  not  from  intuitions  to  concepts. 

When  the  pure  concepts  of  the  understanding  are 
applied  to  every  possible  experience,  their  synthesis 
is  either  mathematical  or  dynamical,  for  it  is  directed 
partly  to  1 1  'fion  only,  partly  to  the  existence 

of  a  phenomenon.  The  conditions  a  priori  of  in- 
tuition are  absolutely  necessary  with  regard  to  every 
possible  expetii-n.-o,  while  the  conditions  of  the  ex- 
istence of  the  object  of  a  possible  empirical  intuition. 
are  in  themselves  accidental  only.  The  principles 
of  the  mathematical  use  of  the  categories  will  there- 
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fore  be  absolutely  necessary,  that  is  apodictic,  while 
those  of  their  dynamical  use,  though  likewise  posses- 
sing the  character  of  necessity  a  priori,  can  possess 
such  a  character  subject  only  to  the  condition  of  em- 
pirical thought  in  experience,  that  is  mediately  and 
indirectly,  and  cannot  therefore  claim  that  immediate 
evidence  which  belongs  to  the  former,  although  their 
certainty  with  regard  to  experience  in  general  remains 
unaffected  by  this.  Of  this  we  shall  lie  [p.  161] 
better  qualified  to  judge  at  the  conclusion  of  this 
system  of  principles. 

Our  table  of  categories  gives  us  naturally  the 
beet  instructions  for  drawing  up  a  tablo  of  principles, 
because  these  are  nothing  but  rules  for  the  objective 
use  of  the  former.  All  principles  of  the  pure  under- 
standing arc  therefore, 

L 

Axiom*  of  Intuition. 


II. 

HI. 

Antii'i]uitiun8  of 

Analogies  of 

Perception. 

IV. 

Postulates  of  Empirical 
Thought  in  General. 

Experience. 

I  liave  choHt-n  these  names  not  unadvisedly,  so  that 
the  difference  with  regard  to  the  evidence  and  the 
application  of  those  principles  should  not  be  over- 
looked. We  shall  soon  see  that,  both  with  regard 
to  the  evidence  and  the  a  priori  determination  of 
phenomena  according  to  the  categories  of  quantify  and 
quality  (if  we  attend  to  the  form  of  them  only)  their 
principles  differ  considerably  from  those  of  [p.  161] 
the  other  two  classes,  inasmuch  as   the  former  arc 
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capable  of  an  intuitive,  the  latter  of  a  merely  dis- 
cursive, though  both  of  a  complete  certainty.  I  shall 
therefore  call  the  former  mathematical,  the  latter  dy- 
namical principles'.  It  should  he  observed,  however, 
that  I  do  not  speak  here  either  of  the  principle- 
mathematics,  or  of  those  of  general  physical  dynamics, 
but  only  of  the  principles  of  the  pure  understanding  in 
relation  to  the  internal  sense  <  without  any  regard  to 
the  actual  representations  given  in  it).  It  is  these 
through  which  the  former  hecome  possihle,  and  I  have 
given  them  their  name,  not  so  much  in  reference  to 
their  application  as  to  their  contents.  I  shall  now 
proceed  to  consider  them  in  the  same  order  in  which 
stand  in  the  table. 


I. 
[OF  THE   AXIOMS  OF  INTUITION*. 

Principle  of  the  Pure  Understanding : — 

'All  Phenomena  are,  with  reference  to  their  intuition, 
cxtcnciTO  quantities ' ) 

I  call  an  extensive  quantity  that  in  which  the 
representation  of  the  whole  is  rendered  possihle  by 
the  representation  of  its  (tarts,  ami  therefore  ne- 
cessarily preceded  by  it.  I  cannot  represent  to 
myself  any  line,  however  small  it  may  be,  without 
drawing  it  in  thought,  that  is.  without  producing 
all  its  purts  one  after  the  other,  starting  [p.  163] 
from  a  given  point,  and  thus,  first  of  all,  drawing 

1  Hcrr  f.»IIraw»  in  tlir  Second  Edition.  Snpploment  I 
1  litre  follows  in  the  later  Edition*,  Supplement  XVI. 
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its  intuition.  The  .same  applies  to  every,  even  the 
smallest  portion  of  time.  I  can  only  think  in  it  Hhe 
successive  progress  from  one  moment  to  another, 
thus  producing  in  the  end,  by  ;ill  the  portions  of 
time  and  their  addition,  a  definite  quantity  of  time. 
As  in  all  phenomena  pure  intuition  is  either  spare 
or  time,  every  phenomenon,  as  an  intuition,  must  be 
an  extensive  quantity,  because  it  can  be  known  in 
apprehension  by  a  successive  synthesis  only  (of  part 
with  part).  All  phenomena  therefore,  when  per- 
ceived in  intuition,  are  aggregates  (collections)  of 
previously  given  parts,  which  is  not  the  case  with 
every  kind  of  quantities,  but  with  those  only  which 
are  represented  to  us  and  apprehended  as  exten- 
sive. 

On  this  successive  synthesis  of  productive  imagi- 
nation in  elaborating  figures  are  founded  the  mathe- 
matics of  extension  with  their  axioms  (geometry), 
containing  the  conditions  of  sensuous  intuition  a 
priori,  under  which  alone  the  schema  of  a  pure 
concept  of  an  external  phenomenal  appearance  can 
be  produced ;  for  instance,  between  two  points  one 
straight  line  only  is  possible,  or  two  straight  lines 
cannot  enclose  a  space,  &c.  These  are  the  axioms 
which  properly  relate  only  to  quantities  (quanta) 
as  such. 

But  with  regard  to  quantity  (quantitas),  that  is, 
with  regard  to  the  answer  to  the  question,  how  large 
something  may  be,  there  are  no  axioms,  in  the  [p.  i6.»] 
proper  sense  of  the  word,  though  several  of  the  pro- 
positions referring  to  it  possess  synthetical  and  im- 
mediate certainty  (indemonstrabilia).  The  propositions 
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that  if  equals  be  added  to  equals  the  wholes  are  equal, 
and  if  equals  be  takun  from  equals  the  remainders 
are  equal,  are  really  analytical,  because  I  am  consci- 
ous immediately  of  the  identity  of  the  one  quantity 
thus  produced,  with  the  other ;  axioms  on  the  contrary 
must  be  synthetical  propositions  a  priori.  The  self- 
evident  propositions  on  numerical  relation  again 
are  no  doubt  synthetical,  but  they  are  not  general, 
like  those  of  geometry,  and  therefore  cannot  be 
called  axioms,  but  numerical  formulas  only.  That 
7  +  5=12  is  not  an  analytical  proposition.  For 
neither  in  the  representation  of  7,  nor  in  that  of  5, 
nor  in  that  of  the  combination  of  both,  do  I  think 
the  number  12.  (That  I  am  meant  to  think  it  in 
the  addition  of  the  two,  is  not  the  question  lien*,  for 
in  every  analytical  proposition  all  depends  on  this, 
whether  the  predicate  is  really  thought  in  the  re- 
presentation of  the  subject)  Although  the  pro- 
position is  synthetical,  it  is  a  singular  propositi-  D 
only.  If  in  this  case  we  consider  only  the  synthesis 
of  the  homogeneous  unities,  then  the  synthesis  can 
here  take  place  in  one  way  only,  although  afterwards 
the  u$e  of  these  numbers  becomes  general.  If  I 
say,  a  triangle  can  be  constructed  with  three  lines, 
two  of  which  together  are  greater  than  the  third. 
I  have  l>efore  me  the  mere  function  of  produetiv 
imagination,  which  may  draw  the  lines  greater  or 
dler,  and  bring  them  together  at  various  [p.  165] 
angle*.  The  number  7,  on  the  contrary,  is  possible 
in  one  way  only,  and  so  likewise  tho  number  12, 
which  is  produced  by  the  synthesis  of  the  former 
with  5.  Such  propositions  therefore  must  not  lie 
vol  11.  L 
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called  axioms  (for  theft  numl>er  would  be  endless) 
but  numerical  formulas. 

This  transcendental  principle  of  phenomenal  mathe- 
matii  r  adds  considerably  to  our  knowledge  a  priori. 
Through  it  alone  it  becomes  possible  to  make  pure 
mathematics  in  their  full  precision  applied  >lu  to 
objects  of  experience,  which  without  that  principle 
would  by  no  BOMBS  be  self-evident,  nay,  has  actually 
provoked  much  contradiction.  Phenomena  are  not 
things  in  themselves.  Empirical  intuition  is  possible 
only  through  pure  intuition  (of  space  and  time),  and 
wb;  eometry  says  of  the  latter,  is  valid  with- 

out contradiction  of  the  former.  All  evasions,  as  if 
objects  of  the  senses  should  not  conform  to  the  rules 
of  construction  in  space  (for  ii  .to  the  rule  of 

the  infinite  divisibility  of  lines  or  angles)  must  cease, 
for  one  would  thus  deny  all  objective  validity  to 
space  and  with  it  to  all  mathematics,  and  would 
no  longer  know  why  and  how  far  mathematics  can 
be  applied  to  phenomena.  The  synthesis  of  spaces 
and  times,  as  the  essential  form  of  all  intuition,  is 
that  which  renders  possible  at  the  same  time  the 
apprehension  of  phenomena,  that  is,  every  [p.  «66] 
external  experience,  and  therefore  also  all  knowledge 
of  objects,  and  whatever  mathematics,  in  their  pure 
use,  prove  of  the  former  is  valid  necessarily  also  of 
the  latter.  All  objections  to  this  are  only  the  chi- 
caneries of  a  falsely  guided  reason,  which  wrongly 
imagines  that  it  can  separate  the  objects  of  the 
senses  from  the  formal  conditions  of  our  sensibility, 
and  represents  them,  though  they  are  phenomena 
only,  as  objects  by  themselves,  given  to  the  under- 
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standing.  In  this  case,  however,  nothing  could  he 
known  of  them  a  priori,  nothing  could  he  known 
synthetically  through  pure  concepts  of  space,  and 
the  science  which  determines  those  concepts,  namely, 
geometry,  would  itself  become  impossible. 


II. 

[Anticipations  of  Perception. 

The  principle  which  anticipates  all  perceptions  as  such, 
is  this:  In  all  phenomena  sensation,  and  the  Heal  which 
corresponds  to  it  in  the  object  'realitas  phenomenon),  has 
an  intensive  quantity,  Unit  i»,  a  degree '.] 

All  knowledge  by  means  of  which  I  may  know 
and  determine  a  priori  whatever  belongs  to  empirical 
knowledge,  may  be  called  an  anticipation,  and  it  is 
no  doubt  in  this  sense  that  Kpicurus  used  [p.  167] 
the  expression  xpoXij^if.  But  as  there  is  always  in 
phenomena  something  which  can  never  be  known 
a  priori,  and  constitutes  the  real  difference  between 
empirical  and  a  priori  knowledge,  namely,  sensation 
(as  matter  of  perception),  it  follows  that  this  can 
never  be  anticipated.  The  pure  determinations,  on 
the  contrary,  in  space  and  time,  as  regards  both 
figure  and  quantity,  may  be  called  anticipations  of 
phenomena,  because  they  represent  a  priori,  what- 
ever may  be  given  a  posteriori  in  experience.  If, 
however,  there  should  be  something  in  every  sensation 
that  could  be  known  a  priori  as  sensation  in  general. 
Erven  if  no  particular  sensation  be  given,  this  would, 
in  a  very  special  sense,  deserve  to  be  called  antiei- 

1  Here  follows  in  the  Second  Edition,  Supplement  XVI  b. 
1.  2 
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pution,  because  it  seems  extraordinary  that  we 
should  anticipate  experience  in  that  which  concerns 
the  matter  of  experience  and  can  be  derived  from 
experience  only.    Yet  such  is  really  the  case. 

Apprehension,  by  means  of  sensation  only,  fills  no 
more  than  one  moment  (if  we  do  not  take  into 
account  the  succession  of  many  sensations).  Sen- 
satioD,  therefore,  being  that  in  the  phenomenon  the 
apprehension  of  which  does  not  form  a  successive 
synthesis  progressing  from  parts  to  a  complete  re- 
presentation, is  without  any  extensive  quantity,  and 
the  absence  of  sensation  in  one  and  the  same  moment 
would  represent  it  as  empty,  tin mfoiB— O.  [l>-  «68] 
What  corresponds  in  every  empirical  intuition  to 
sensation  is  reality  (real itas  phoenomenon),  what  corres- 
ponds to  its  absence  is  negation  =  o.  Every  sensation, 
however,  is  capable  of  diminution,  so  that  it  may 
decrease,  and  gradually  vanish.  There  is  therefore  a 
continuous  connection  between  reality  in  phenomena 
and  negation,  by  means  of  many  possible  intermediate 
sensations,  the  difference  between  which  is  always 
smaller  than  the  difference  between  the  given  sen- 
sation and  zero  or  complete  negation.  It  thus 
follows  that  the  real  hi  each  phenomenon  has  always 
a  quantity,  though  it  is  not  perceived  in  appre- 
hension, because  apprehension  takes  place  by  a 
momentary  sensation,  not  by  a  successive  synthesis 
of  many  sensations;  it  does  not  advance  from  the 
parts  to  the  whole,  and  though  it  has  a  quantity, 
it  has  not  an  extensive  quantity. 

That  quantity  which  can  be  ap]  rehended  as  unity 
only,  and  in  which  plurality  can  be  represented  by 
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approximation  only  to  negation  =  o,  I  call  intensive 
quantity.  Every  reality  therefore  in  a  phenomenon 
has  intensive  quantity,  that  is,  a  degree.  If  this 
reality  is  considered  as  a  cause  (whether  of  sensation, 
or  of  any  other  reality  in  the  phenomenon,  for  in- 
stance, of  change)  the  degree  of  that  reality  as  a  cause 
we  call  a  momentum,  for  instance,  the  momentum  of 
gravity :  and  this  because  the  degree  indicates  [p.  169] 
that  quantity  only,  the  apprehension  of  which  is  not 
successive,  but  momentary.  This  I  mention  here  in 
passing,  because  we  have  not  yet  come  to  consider 
causality. 

Every  sensation,  therefore,  and  every  reality  in 
phenomena,  however  small  it  may  be,  has  a  degree, 
that  is,  an  intensive  quantity  which  can  always  be 
diminished,  and  there  is  between  reality  and  nega- 
tion a  continuous  connection  of  possible  realities,  and 
of  possible  smaller  perceptions.  Every  colour,  red, 
for  instance,  has  a  degree,  which,  however  small,  is 
never  the  smallest ;  and  the  same  applies  to  heat,  the 
momentum  of  gravity,  etc. 

This  peculiar  property  of  quantities  that  no  part 
of  them  is  the  smallest  possible  part  (no  part  indi- 
visible) is  called  continuity.  Time  and  space  are 
quanta  continua,  because  there  is  no  part  of  tl 
that  is  not  enclosed  between  limits  (points  and 
moments),  no  part  that  is  not  itself  again  a  space  or 
a  time.  Space  consists  of  spaces  only,  time  of  times. 
Points  and  moments  an-  only  limits,  mere  places  of 
itation,  and  as  places  presupposing  always  those 
intuitions  which  they  are  meant  to  limit  or  to  deter- 
miue.    Mere  places  or  parts  that  might  be      [p.  1 70] 
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given  before  space  or  time,  could  never  bo  com- 
pounded into  space  or  time.  Sucb  quantities  can 
also  be  called  flowing,  because  the  synthesis  of  the 
productive  imagination  which  creates  thom  in  a  pro- 
gression in  time,  the  continuity  of  which  we  are  wont 
to  cxpre*ss  by  the  name  of  flowing,  or  passing  away. 

All  phenomena  are  therefore  continuous  quantities, 
whether  according  to  their  intuition  as  extensive,  or 
according  to  mere  perception  (sensation  and  therein: 
reality)  as  intensive  quantities.  When  there  is  a  break 
in  the  synthesis  of  the  manifold  of  phenomena,  wo 
get  only  an  aggregate  of  many  phenomena,  not  a 
phenomenon,  as  a  real  quantum;  for  this  is  produced, 
not  by  the  mere  continuation  of  productive  synthesis 
of  a  certain  kind,  but  by  the  repetition  of  a  synthesis 
(beginning  and)  ending  »1  every  moment,  K  I  Gail 
thirteen  thalers  a  quantum  of  money,  I  am  right, 
provided  I  understand  by  it  the  value  of  a  mark  of 
fine  silver.  This  is  a  continuous  quantity  in  which 
no  part  is  the  smallest,  but  every  part  may  constitute 
a  coin  which  contains  material  for  still  smaller  coins. 
I>ut  if  I  understand  by  it  thirteen  round  thalers.  that 
is,  so  many  coins  (whatever  their  value  in  silver  may 
be),  then  I  should  lie  wrong  in  speaking  of  a  quantum 
of  thalers,  but  should  call   it  an   a  l>-.    that   is, 

a  number  of  coins.  As  every  number  must  [p.  171] 
be  founded  on  some  unity,  every  phenomenon,  as  a 
unity,  is  a  quantum,  and,  as  such,  a  continuum. 

If  then  all  phenomena,  whether  considered  as 
extensive  or  intensive,  are  continuous,  quantities,  it 
might  seem  easy  to  prove  with  mathematical  evidence 
tliat  all  change  also  (transition  of  a  thing  from  one 
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state  into  another)  must  be  continuous,  if  the 
causality  of  the  change  did  not  lie  quite  outside  the 
limits  of  tninsi  1  philosophy,  and  presupposed 

empirical  principles.  For  the  understanding  a  prion 
tells  us  nothing  of  the  possibility  of  a  cause  which 
changes  the  state  of  tilings,  that  is,  deten.  tern 

to  the  opposite  of  a  given  state,  and  this  not  only 
because  it  does  not  understand  the  possibility  of  it 
(for  such  an  understanding  is  denied  to  us  in  several 
kinds  of  knowledge  a  priori),  but  because  the  change- 
ability relates  to  certain  determinations  of  phe- 
nomena to  be  taught  by  experience  only,  while  their 
cause  must  lie  in  that  which  is  unchangeable.  But 
as  the  only  materials  which  we  may  use  at  present 
are  the  pure  fundamental  concepts  of  every  possible 
exj>erience,  from  which  all  that  is  empirical  is  I 
eluded,  we  cannot  here,  without  injuring  the  uiuty 
of  our  system,  anticipate  general  physical  science 
which  is  based  upon  certain  fundamental  [p.  17-*] 
icriences. 

Nevertheless,  there  is  no  lack  of  evidence  of  the 

great    influence    wliieh    our   fundamental     principle 

irises  in   anticipating   perceptions,  nay  even    in 

making  up  for  their  deficiency,  by  stopping  any  false 

conclusions  that  might  be  drawn. 

If  therefore  all  reality  in  peraeption  has  a  certain 
degree,  between  which  and  negation  there  is  an  in- 
finite succession  of  ever  smaller  degrees,  and  if 
every  sense  must  have  a  definite  degree  of  recep- 
tivity for  sensations,  it  follows  that  no  perception, 
and  therefore  no  experience,  is  possible,  that  could 
prove,  directly  or  indirectly,  by  any  roundabout  syllo- 
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gisma,  a  complete  absence  of  all  reality  in  a  pheno- 
menon. We  see  therefore  that  experience  can  never 
supply  a  proof  of  empty  space  or  empty  time,  be- 
Se  the  total  absence  of  reality  in  a  sensuous  intu- 
ition can  itself  never  be  perceived,  neither  can  it  be 
I'll  uced  from  any  single  phenomenon,  and  from  the  dif- 
ference of  degree  in  their  reality;  nor  ought  it  ever 
to  be  admitted  in  explanation  of  them.  For  although 
the  total  intuition  of  a  certain  space  or  time  is  real 
all  through,  no  part  of  it  being  empty,  yet  as  every 
reality  has  its  degree  which,  while  the  extensive 
quality  of  the  phenomenon  remains  un-  [j>.  173] 
el  Kinged.  iuaj  diminish  \>y  infinite  dr.givrv.  down  to 
the  nothing  or  void,  there  must  bo  infinitely  differ- 
ing degrees  in  which  space  and  time  are  filled,  and 
the  intensive  quantity  in  phenomena  may  be  smaller 
or  greater,  although  the  extensive  quantity  as  given 
in  intuition  remains  the  same. 

We  shall  give  an  example.  Almost  all  natural  philo- 
sophers, perceiving  partly  by  means  of  the  momentum 
of  gravity  or  weight,  partly  by  means  of  tho  momentum 
of  resistance  against  other  matter  in  motion,  that  there 
is  a  great  difference  in  the  quantity  of  various  kinds 
of  matter  though  their  volume  is  the  same,  conclude 
unanimously  that  this  volume  (the  extensive  quantity 
of  phenomena)  must  in  all  of  them,  though  in  dif- 
ferent degrees,  contain  a  certain  amount  of  empty 
space.  Who  could  have  thought  that  these  mathe- 
matical and  mechanical  philosophers  should  have 
bused  Hueh  a  conclusion  on  a  purely  metaphysical 
hypothesis,  which  they  always  profess  to  avoid,  and 
should  have  assumed  that  the  real  in  space  (I  do  nut 
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wish  to  call  it  impenetrability  or  weight,  liecause  these 
are  empirical  concepts)  must  always  be  the  same, 
and  can  differ  only  by  its  extensive  quantity.  I  meet 
this  hypothesis,  for  which  they  could  find  no  ground 
in  experience,  and  which  therefore  is  purely  meta- 
physical, by  a  transcendental  demonstration,  which, 
though  it  is  not  intended  to  explain  the  [p.  174] 
difference  in  the  filling  of  space*,  will  nevertheless 
entirely  remove  the  imagined  necessity  of  their  hy- 
pothesis which  tries  to  explain  that  difference  by  the 
admission  of  empty  spaces,  and  which  thus  restores, 
at  least  to  the  understanding,  its  liberty  to  explain  to 
itself  tliat  difference  in  a  different  way,  if  any  such 
hypothesis  be  wanted  in  natural  philosophy. 

We  can  easily  perceive  tliat  although  the  same 
spaces  are  perfectly  filled  by  two  different  kinds  of 
matter,  so  that  there  should  be  no  point  in  either  of 
them  where  matter  is  not  present,  yet  the  real  in 
either  may  have  its  own  degree  (of  resistance  or 
weight)  which,  without  any  diminution  of  its  exten- 
sive quantity,  may  grow  smaller  and  smaller  in 
infinitum,  before  it  reaches  the  void  and  vanishes. 
Thus  a  certain  expansion  which  fills  a  space,  for 
instance,  beat,  and  every  other  kind  of  phenomenal 
reality,  may,  without  leaving  Ute  smallest  part  of 
space  empty,  diminish  by  degrees  in  infinitum,  and 
nevertheless  fill  space  with  its  smaller,  quite  as  much 
as  another  phenomenon  with  greater  degrees.  I  do 
not  mean  to  say  that  this  is  really  the  case  with 
different  kinds  of  matter  according  to  their  specific 
of  gravity.  I  only  want  to  show  by  a  funda- 
mental principle  of  the  pure  understanding,     [p.  175] 
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fct  tin-  nature  of  our  perception  renders  such  an 

explanation  possible,  and  that  it  is  wrong  to  look 
upon  the  real  in  phenomena  as  equal  in  degree,  and 
differing  oidy  in  extensive  quantity  or  :i;  tion, 

nay  to  maintain  this  ou  the  pretended  authority  of 
an  a  priori  principle  of  the  understanding. 

Nevertheless,  this  anticipation  of  perception  is  apt 
to  startle '  an  enquirer  accustomed  to  and  rendered 
cautious  by  transcendental  disquisitions,  and  we  may 

naturally  wonder  that  the  understanding  should  be 

able  to  anticipate*  a  synthetical  proposition  with  re- 
gard to  the  degree  of  what  is  real  in  phenomena,  and 
the  possibility  of  an  internal  difference  of  sensation, 
apart  from  its  empirical  quality;  and  it  seems  there- 
fore a  question  well  worthy  of  a  solution,  how  the 
understanding  ean  pronounce  synthetically  and  a 
priori  about  phenomena,  nay,  anticipate  them  with 
regard  to  what,  properly  speaking,  is  empirical, 
namely,  sensation. 

The  quality  of  sensation,  colour,  taste,  etc.  is  always 
empirical,  and  cannot  even  be  conceived  c»  /  P>ut 

the  real  that  corresponds  to  sensations  in  general,  as 
opposed  to  negation  ssO.does  only  represent  something 
the  concept  of  which  implies  being,  and  means  nothing 
but  the  synthesis  in  any  empirical  consciousness. 
In  the  internal  sense  that  empirical  con-  [p.  176] 
sciousness  ean  be  raised  from  o  to  any  higher  degree, 

1  Knnt  wrote,  etwas — etwas  A«J?nllendr*,  the  second  etwas  being 
tho  adverb,  llogenkrnnz  liar  loft  out  one  cttcas,  without  necessity. 
It  seems  neei-s.snry,  however,  to  ndJ  UberLyuwj  after  Iraitacendcn- 
Utlen,  us  done  by  Erdmann. 

*  Aniicipiren  kijnnt  must  cortainly  bo  added,  as  suggested  by 
Schopenhauer. 
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so  that  the  same  exfansra  quantity  of  intuition  (for 
instance, an  Oluminated  plain)  i  soitee  the  gT^y'flT1!^ 

of  sensation,  as  an  aggregate  of  many  Other  less  illu- 
minated plains.  It  is  quite  possible,  therefore,  to 
take  no  account  of  the  extensive  quantity  of  a 
phenomenon,  and  yet  to  represent  to  oneself  in  the 
mere  sensation  a  synthesis  of  a  uniform  progression 
iVoin  o  to  any  given  empirical  consciousness.  All 
sensations,  as  such,  are  therefore  given  a  posteriori1 
only,    but   their   quality,    in    so    far  must- 

possess  a  degree,  can  be  known  a  priori  It  is 
markal.lc  that  of  quantities  in  general  we  can  know 
one  quality  only  a  priori,  namely,  their  continuity, 
while  with  regard  to  quality  (the  real  of  phenomena) 
nothing  is  known  to  us  a  priori,  but  their  ink-mi 
quantity,  that  is,  that  they  must  have  a  degree. 
Everything  else  is  left  to  experience. 


III. 

['flie  Analogies  of  Experience. 

The  general  principle  of  them  ia  :  All  phenomena,  aa  far  m 
their  existence  is  concorncd,  are  subject  a  priori  to  rule*. 
determining  their  mutual  rolation  in  time'.]  [|>.  177] 

The  three  modi  of  time  are  permanence,  succession, 
and  co-existence.  There  will  therefore  be  three  rules 
of  all  relations  of  phenomena  in  time,  by  which  the 
100  of  every  phenomenon  with  regard  to  tin- 
unity  of  time  is  determined,  and  these  rides  will  pre- 
cede all  experience,  nay,  render  experience  possible. 

'  Tbc  First  and  late  BditioM  have  a  priori.     Tho  correction  is 
6rrt  made  in  the  BeTealli  Ediliou,  1818. 
•  Sea  Supplement  XVII. 
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The  general  principle  of  the  three  analogies  de- 
pends on  tin:  ry  unity  of  apperception  with 
rt :  i  to  every  possible  empirical  consciousness  (per- 
ci'l-tion)  at  every  time,  and,  conseq ue ntly,as  that  unity 
fonri8  an  a  priori  ground,  on  the  synthetical  unity  of 
all  phenomena,  according  to  their  relation  in  time. 
» For  the  original  apperception  refers  to  the  internal 
sense  (comprehending  all  representations),  and  it 
does  80  a  priori  to  its  form,  that  is.  to  the  relation 
of  the  manifold  of  the  empirical  consciousness  in 
time.  The  original  apperception  is  intended  to  com- 
bine all  this  manifold  according  to  its  relations  in 
time,  for  this  is  what  is  meant  by  its  transcendental 
unity  a  priori,  to  which  all  i.-  Miliject  which  is  to 
belong  to  my  own  and  my  uniform  knowledge,  and 
thus  to  become  an  object  for  me.  This  synthetical 
unity  in  the  time  relations  of  all  perceptions,  which 
is  determined  a  priori,  forms  therefore  the  law,  that 
ill  empirical  determinations  of  time  must  be  sub- 
ject to  rules  of  the  general  determination  of  [p-'78] 
time  ;  and  the  analogies  of  experience,  of  which  we 
are  now  going  to  treat,  are  exactly  rules  of  this 
kind. 

These  principles  have  this  pecidiarity,  that  they 
do  not  refer  to  phenomena  and  the  synthesis  of  their 
empirical  intuition,  but  only  to  the  existence  of  phe- 
nomena and  their  mutual  relation  with  regard  to 
their  existence.  The  manner  in  which  something  is 
apprehended  as  a  phenomenon  may  be  so  determined 
a  priori  that  the  rule  of  synthesis  may  give  at  the 
same  time  this  intuition  a  priori  in  any  empirical 
case,  nay,  may  really  render  it  possible.     But  the 
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existence  of  phenomena  can  never  be  known  a  prion, 
and  though  we  might  be  led  in  this  way  to  the  ad- 
mission of  some  kind  of  existence,  we  should  never 
be  able  to  know  it  definitely,  or  to  anticipate  that 
by  which  the  empirical  intuition  of  one  differs  from 
that  of  others. 

The  principles  which  we  considered  before  and 
which,  as  tliey  enable  us  to  apply  mathematics  to 
phenomena,  I  called  mathematical,  refer  to  pheno- 
mena so  far  only  as  they  arc  possible,  and  showed  how, 
with  regard  both  to  their  intuition  and  to  the  real 
in  their  perception,  they  can  be  produced  according 
to  the  rules  of  a  mathematical  synthesis,  so  that,  in 
the  one  as  well  as  in  the  other,  we  may  use  numer- 
ical quantities,  and  with  them  a  determination  of  all 
phenomena  as  quantities.  Thus  I  might,  for  [p.  1 79] 
example,  compound  the  degree  of  sensations  of  the 
sunlight  out  of.  say.  200,000  illuminations  by  the 
moon,  and  thus  determine  it  ■  priori  or  construct  it 
Those  former  principles  might  therefore  be  called 
conttflmtive. 

The  case  is  totally  different  with  those  principles 
which  are  meant  to  bring  the  existence  of  pheno- 
mena under  rules  a  }>riori,  for  as  existence  cannot 
be  constructed,  they  cam  only  refei  hi  the  relations  of 
existence  and  become  merely  regulative  principles. 
Here  therefore  we  could  not  think  of  either 
or  anticipations,  and  whenever  a  perception  is  given 
us  as  related  in  time  to  some  others  (although 
undetermined),  we  could  not  say  a  priori  what 
other  perception  or  how  great  a  percept  ion  is  neces- 
sarily connected  with  it,  but  only  how,  if  existing,  it 
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is  necessarily  connected  with  the  other  in  a  certain 
modr  of  time-.  In  philosophy  analogy  means  something 
very  different  to  what  it  docs  in  mathematics.  lathe 
latter  they  are  formulas  which  state  the  equality  of 
two  quantitative,  relations,  and  they  are  always  con- 
stitutive so  that  when  tin.,1  in  ms  of  a  proposition 
are  given,  the  fourth  also  is  given  by  it,  that  is.  .  ;m 
bo  constructed  out  of  it.  In  philosophy,  on  the  con- 
trary, analogy  docs  not  consist  in  the  equality  of 
two  quantitative,  but  of  two  qualitative  relations,  so 
that  when  three  terms  are  given  I  may  learn  from 
them,  u  priori,  the  relation  to  a  fourth  only,  [p.  180] 
but  not  that  fourth  term  itself.  All  I  can  thus  gain 
is  a  rule  according  to  which  I  may  look  in  experience 
for  the  fourth  term,  or  a  characteristic  mark  by 
which  I  may  find  it.  An  analogy  of  experience  can 
therefore  be  no  more  than  a  rule  according  to  which 
a  certain  unity  of  experience  may  arise  from  per- 
ceptions (but  not  how  perception  itself,  as  an  em- 
pirical intuition,  may  arise) ;  it  may  serve  as  a  prin- 
ciple for  objects  (as  phenomena2)  not  in  a  constitu- 
tive, but  only  in  a  regulative  capacity. 

Exactly  the  same  applies  to  the  postulates  of 
empirical  thought  in  general,  which  relate  to  the 
synthesis  of  mere  intuition  (the  form  of  phenomena), 
the  synthesis  of  perception  (the  matter  of  them) 
and  the  synthesis  of  experience  (the  relation  of 
these  perceptions).  They  too  are  regulative  prin- 
ciples only,  and  differ  from  the  mathematical,  which 

1  The  First  Edition  reads  '  When  two  terms  of  a  proposition  arc 
given,  the  third  also.' 

'  Reud  d<n  Ernclitiiinii'jrii. 
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are  constitutive,  not  in  their  certainty,  which  is 
itabllBbed  in  botli  a  priori,  but  in  the  character 
of  their  evidence,  that  is,  in  that  which  is  in- 
tuitive in  them,  and  therefore  in  their  demonstra- 
tive power. 

What  has  been  remarked  of  all  synthetical  prin- 
ciples and  must  be  enjoined  here  more  piirticularly 
is  tin's,  that  these  analogies  have  their  meaning 
and  validity,  not  as  principles  of  the  trail-  [p.  181] 
scendeutal,  but  only  as  principles  of  the  empirical  use 
of  the  understanding.  They  can  be  established  in  this 
character  only,  nor  can  phenomena  ever  be  compre- 
hended under  the  categories  directly,  but  only  under 
their  schemata.  If  the  objects  to  which  these  prin- 
ciples refer  v  en  i  I  nngs  by  themselves,  it  would  be  per- 
fectly impossible  to  know  anything  of  them  a  priori 
and  synthetically.  But  they  are  nothing  but  phe- 
nomena, and  our  whole  knowledge  of  them,  to  which, 
after  all  all  principles  a  priori  must  relate,  is  only 
our  possible  experience  of  them.  Those  principles 
therefore  can  aim  at  nothing  but  the  conditions 
of  the  unity  of  empirical  knowledge  in  the  syn- 
thesis of  phenomena,  which  unity  is  represented  only 
in  the  schema  of  the  pure  concept*  of  the  under- 
standing, while  the  category  contains  the  function, 
restricted  by  no  sensuous  condition,  of  that  unity  as 
a  synthesis.  Those  principles  will  therefore  authorise 
us  ouly  to  connect  phenomena,  according  to  analogy, 
with  the  logical  and  universal  unity  of  concepts,  so 
that,  though  in  using  the  principle  we  use  the  cate- 
gory, yet  in  practice  (in  the  application  to  pheno- 
mena) we   put  the  schema  of  the   category,  as  a 


t6o 


TRAXSCEXDENTAL    AX  A  LYTIC. 


practical  key,  in  its'  place,  or  rather  put  it  by  the 
side  of  the  category  as  a  restrictive  condition,  or, 
as  what  may  bo  called,  a  formula  of  the  category. 

A.  [p.  «8a] 

[First    Atiiili-ii'/. 

Principle  of  Permanence*. 

All  phenomena  contain  tho  permanent  (substance)  as  the 
object  itself,  and  the  changeable  as  its  determination 
only,  that  is,  as  a  mode  in  which  the  object  exists. 

Proof  of  the  first  Analogy, 
All  phenomena  take  place  in  time.  Time  can  do 
tennine  iu  two  ways  tin-  relation  in  the  existence 
of  phenomena,  so  far  as  they  are  either  successive 
or  coexistent.  In  the  first  case  time  is  considered 
as  a  scries,  in  the  second  a«  a  whole] 

Our  apprehension  of  the  manifold  of  phenomena 
is  always  successive,  and  therefore  always  changing. 
By  it  alone  therefore  we  can  never  determine  whether 
the  manifold,  as  an  object  of  experience,  is  coexistent 
or  successive,  unless  then-  is  something  in  it  which 
exists  always,  that  is,  something  permanent,  while 
change  and  succession  are  nothing  but  so  many 
modes  of  time  in  which  the  permanent  exists.  Re- 
lations of  time  are  therefore  possible  in  the  per- 
manent only  (co-existence  and  succession  being  the 
only  relations  of  time)  so  that  the  permanent  [p.  183] 
is  the  substratum  of  the  empirical  representation  of 
time  its.-lf,  and  in  it  alone  all  determination  of  time 

1  I  read  ileren,  and  afterwards  (It  ersteren,  though  even  then  the 
whole  pumice  i«  ven  invnlu-d.  Pruftneur  Noire  thinks  thut  de-aen 
may  be  referred  to  Gebrauch,  and  dee  ersteren  to  Gnmdsatz. 

*  See-  Supplement  XV 111. 
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is  possible.  Permanence  expresses  time  as  tin-  con- 
stant correlative  of  all  existence  of  phenomena,  of 
all  change  and  OOSCOXXUtanOY.  For  change  does  not 
affect  time  itself,  but  only  phenomena  in  time  (nor  is 
co-existence  a  mode  of  time  itself,  because  in  it  no 
parts  can  lie  co-existent,  but  successive  only).  If  we 
were  to  ascribe  a  succession  to  time  itself,  it  would 
be  necessary  to  admit  another  time  in  which  such 
succession  should  l>e  possible.  Only  by  its  per- 
manency does  existence  in  different  parts  of  a  series 
of  time  assume  a  quantity  which  we  call  duration. 
For  in  mere  succession  existence  always  comes  and 
goes,  and   sever  assamee   the    slightest  quantity. 

Without  something  permanent  therefore  no  relation 
of  time  is  possible.  Time  by  itself,  however,  cannot 
be  perceived,  and  it  is  therefore  the  permanent  in 
phenomena  that  forms  the  substratum  for  all  deter- 
mination of  time,  and  at  the  same  time  the  condition 
of  the  possibility  of  all  synthetics]  unity  of  percep- 
tions, that  is,  of  experience ;  while  with  regard  to 
thai  permanent  all  existence  and  all  change  in  time 
can  only  be  taken  as  a  mode  of  existence  of  what  is 
permanent.  In  all  phenomena  therefore  the  perma- 
nent is  the  object  itself,  that  is,  the  substance  (pheno- 
menon), while  all  that  changes  or  can  change  [p.  iR-»] 
belongs  only  to  the  mode  in  which  substance  or  sub- 
stances exist,  therefore  to  their  determinations. 

I  find  that  in  all  ages  not  only  the  philosopher,  but 
also  the  man  of  common  understanding  have  ad- 
mitted this  permanence  as  a  substratum  of  all  change 
of  phenomena.  It  will  be  the  same  in  future,  only 
that  a  philosopher  generally  expresses  himself  some- 

VuL.    II.  M 
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what  more  definitely  by  saying  that  in  all  changes  in 
the  world  thu  substance  remains,  and  only  the  acci- 
dents change.  But  I  nowhere  find  even  the  attempt 
at  a  proof  of  this  very  synthetical  proposition,  and  it 

occupies    but    seldom    that    place    which    it.    Might    to 

occupy  at  the  head  of  the  pure  and  entirely  a  priori 
existing  laws  of  nature.  In  fact  the  proposition  that 
substance  is  permanent  is  tautological,  because  that 
permanence  is  the  only  ground  why  we  apply  the 
category  of  substance  to  a  phenomenon,  and  it  ought 
lirst  to  have  been  proved  that  there  is  in  all  pheno- 
mena something  permanent,  while  the  changeable  is 
only  a  determination  of  its  existence.  But  as  such 
a  proof  can  never  be  given  dogmatically  and  as  de- 
duced from  concepts,  because  it  refers  to  a  synthetical 
proposition  a  priori,  and  as  no  one  ever  thought  that 
such  propositions  couhl  he  valid  only  in  reference  to 
possible  experience,  and  could  therefore  be  proved 
only  by  a  deduction  of  the  possibility  of  ex-  [p.  iss] 
perience,  we  need  not  wonder  that,  though  it  served 
as  the  foundation  of  all  experience  (being  felt  to  be 
indispensable  for  every  kind  of  empirical  knowledge), 
it  has  never  been  established  by  proof. 

A  philosopher  was  asked,  What  is  the  weight  of 
smoke  ?  He  replied,  Deduct  from  the  weight  of  the 
wood  burnt  the  weight  of  the  remaining  ashes,  and 
you  have  the  weight  of  the  smoke.  He  was  there- 
fore convinced  that  even  in  fire  matter  (substance) 
does  not  perish,  but  that  its  form  only  suffers  a 
change.  The  proposition  also,  from  nothing  comes  no- 
thing, was  only  another  deduction  from  the  same  prin- 
ciple of  permanence,  or  rather  of  the  constant  presence 
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of  the  re;J  subject  in  phenomena.  For  if  that  whiofa 
people  call  substance  in  a  phenomenon  is  to  be  the 
true  -ulislnituin  for  all  determination  in  time,  then  all 
existence  in  the  past  as  well  as  the  future  must  bo 
determined  in  it,  and  in  it  only.  Thus  we  can  only 
give  to  a  phenomenon  the  name  of  substance  because 
we  admit  it*  existence  at  all  times,  which  i-  not  cvcu 
fully  expressed  by  the  word  permanence,  because  it 
refers  rather  to  future  time  only.  IV  int.  rual 
necessity  however  of  permanence  is  inseparably  con- 
nected with  the  necessity  to  have  been  always,  and 
tin-  expression  may  therefore  stand.  Gigni  [p.  186] 
de  nihilo  nihil,  in  uiliilum  nil  posse  reverti,  were  two 
propositions  which  the  ancients  never  separated, 
but  which  at  present  are  sometimes  parted,  because 
people  imagine  that  they  refer  to  things  by  them- 
selves, and  that  the  fanner  might  contradict  the  de- 
pendence of  the  world  on  a  Supreme  Cause  (even  with 
regard  to  its  substance),  an  apprehension  satin  \j 
needless,  as  we  are  only  speaking  here  of  phenomena 
in  the  sphere  of  experience,  the  unity  of  which  would 
never  be  possible,  if  we  allowed  that  new  things 
iin-w  in  substance)  could  ever  arise.  For  iu  that 
case  we  should  lose  that  which  alone  can  represent 
the  unity  of  time,  namely,  the  identity  of  the  sub- 
stratum, in  whieh  alone  all  change  retains  complete 
unity.  This  permanence,  however,  is  nothing  but  the 
manner  in  which  wo  represent  the  existence  of  tilings 
as  phenomenal. 

The  different  determinations  of  a  substance,  whieh 
are  nothing  but  particular  modes  in  which  it 
exists,  are  called  accidents.     They  are  always  real, 
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because  they  concern  the  existence  of  a  substance 
(negations  are  nothing  but  determinations  which 
express  the  non-existence  of  something  in  the  sub- 
stance). If  we  want  to  ascribe  a  particular  kind  of 
existence  to  these  real  determinations  of  the  sub- 
;us,  lor  instance,  to  motion,  as  an  accident  of 
matter,  we  call  it  inherence,  in  order  to  distinguish  it 
from  the  existence  of  substance,  which '  we  call  sulsixt- 
tnr,.  Tli is,  however,  has  given  rise  to  many  [p.  187] 
misunderstandings,  and  we  shall  express  ourselves 
better  and  more  correctly,  if  we  define  the  accident 
through  the  manner  only  in  which  the  existence  of  a 
substance  is  positively  determined.  It  is  inevitable, 
however,  according  to  the  conditions  of  the  logical 
use  of  our  understanding,  to  separate,  as  it  were, 
whatever  can  chauge  in  the  existence  of  a  substance, 
while  the  substance  itself  remains  unchanged,  and  to 
consider  it  in  its  relation  to  that  which  is  radical 
and  truly  permanent.  Hence  a  place  has  been  as- 
signed to  this  category  under  the  title  of  relations, 
not  so  much  because  it  contains  itself  a  relation,  as 
because  it  contains  their  condition. 

On  this  permanence  depends  also  the  right  under- 
standing of  the  concept  of  change.  To  arise  and  to 
perish  are  not  changes  of  that  which  arises  or  perishes. 
Change  is  a  mode  of  existence,  which  follows  another 
mode  of  existence  of  the  same  object.  Hence  what- 
ever changes  is  permanent,  and  its  condition  only 
changes.  As  this  alteration  refers  only  to  deter- 
minations which  may  have  an  end  or  a  beginning, 
we   may   use  an  expression  that  seems  somewhat 

'  Head  das  man. 


TRANSCENDENTAL    ANALYTIC. 


165 


paradoxical  and  say :  the  permanent  only  (substance) 
in  changed,  tlie  changing  itself  suffers  no  cliange.  but 
only  an  alteration  certain  determinations  ceasing 
to  exist,  while  others  begin. 

It  is  therefore  in  substances  only  that  [p.  188] 
change  can  be  perceived.  Arising  or  perishing  abso- 
lutely, and  not  referring  merely  to  a  determination  of 
the  permanent  can  never  become  a  possible  percep- 
tion, because  it  is  the  permanent  only  which  renders 
the  representations  of  a  transition  from  one  state  to 
another,  from  not  being  to  being,  possible,  which 
(changes)  consequently  can  only  be  known  empiri- 
cally, as  alternating  determinations  of  what  is  per- 
manent. If  you  suppose  that  something  has  an 
absolute  beginning,  you  must  have  a  moment  of 
rime  in  which  it  was  not.  But  with  what  can  yoo 
connect  that  moment,  if  not  with  that  which  already 
•  ■vista t  An  empty  antecedent  time  cannot  be  an 
object  of  perception.  But  if  you  connect  this  be- 
ginning with  thiugs  which  existed  already  and  con- 
tinue to  exist  till  the  beginning  of  something  new, 
then  the  latter  is  only  a  determination  of  the  former, 
namely,  of  the  permanent.  The  same  holds  good 
with  regard  to  perishing,  for  this  would  presuppose 
the  empirical  representation  of  ;i  time  in  which  a 
phenomenon  exists  no  longer. 

Substances  therefore  (as  phenomena)  are  the  true 
substrata  of  all  determinations  of  time.  If  some  sub- 
stances could  n  ah,  the  only  condi- 
tion of  the  empirical  unity  of  time  would  be  removed 

and  phenomena  would  than  be  raftatred  to  two  diffe- 
rent times,  in  which  existence  would  pass  side   bj 
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side,  which  is  absurd.  For  there  is  but  one  time  in 
which  all  diflrrent  times  must  be  placed,  not  [p.  189] 
uuultaneous,  but  as  successive. 
Permanence,  therefore,  is  a  necessary  condition 
under  which  alone  phenomena,  as  things  or  objects, 
can  be  determined  in  a  possible  experience.  What 
the  empirical  criterion  of  this  necessary  permanence, 
or  of  the  substantiality  of  phenomena  may  be,  wo 
shall  have  to  explain  in  the  sequel. 

B. 

[Second  Analogy. 

Principle  of  Production  l. 

Everything  that  happens  (begins  to  be),  prosupposes  some- 
thing on  which  it  follows  according  to  a  rule,  j 

Proof. 
The  apprehension  of  the  manifold  of  phenomena 
is  always  successive.  The  representations  of  the 
parts  follow  one  upon  another.  Whether  they  also 
follow  one  upon  the  other  in  the  object  is  a  second 
point  for  reflection,  not  contained  in  the  former. 
We  iiKiv  indeed  call  everything,  even  every  re- 
presentation, 60  far  as  we  are  conscious  of  it,  an 
object ;  but  it  requires  a  more  profound  investigation 
to  discover  what  this  word  may  mean  with  [p.  190] 
regard  to  phenomena,  not  in  so  far  as  they,  as  re- 
presentations, are  objects,  but  only  signify  an  object. 
So  far  as  they,  as  representations  only,  are  at  the 
same  time  objects  of  consciousness,  they  cannot  be 
distinguished  from  our  apprehension,  that  is  from 
their  being  received  in  the  synthesis  of  our  huagin- 
1  Sec  Supplement  XIX. 
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ation,  and  we  miiHt  therefore  say,  tliat  the  manifold 
of  phenomena  is  iilwuvs  J .1- -■  1  ti- ■•  ■■  1  in  tin-  mind  suc- 
cessively. If  phenomena  were  things  by  themselves, 
the  succession  of  the  representations  of  the  manifold 
would  never  enable  us  to  judge  how  tluit  manifold  is 
connected  in  the  object  We  have  always  to  deal 
with  001  re]in  srnt.it  ions  only;  how  things  maybe  by 
themselves  (without  reference  to  the  representations 
by  which  they  affect  us)  is  completely  beyond  the 
sphere  of  our  knowledge.  But  although  phono* 
mem  are  not  things  by  themselves,  and  are  yet  the 
only  thing  that  can  be  given  to  us  to  know,  1  am 
asked  to  say  what  kind  of  connection  in  time  belongs 
to  the  manifold  of  the  phenomena  lis. ■If,  when  tho 
representation  of  it  in  our  apprehension  is  always 
successive.  Thus,  for  instance,  the  apprehension  of 
the  manifold  in  the  phenomenal  appearance  of  a 
house  that  stands  before  me.  is  successive.  The 
question  then  arises,  whether  the  manifold  of  the 
house  itself  be  successive  by  itself,  which  of  course 
no  one  would  admit  Whenever  I  ask  for  the  tran- 
scendental meaning  of  my  concepts  of  an  object, 
I  find  that  a  house  is  not  a  thing  by  itself,  but  a 
phenomenon  only,  that  is,  a  representation  [p.  19'] 
the  transcendental  object  of  which  is  unknown. 
What  then  can  lie  the  meaning  of  the  question,  how 
the  manifold  in  the  phsnOBMnon  itself  (which  is 
not  a  thing  by  itself)  may  be  connected  ?  Here  that 
which  is  contained  in  our  successive  apprehension  is 
considered  as  representation,  and  the  given  pheno- 
menon, though  it  is  nothing  but  the  whole  of  those 
representations,  as  its  object,  with  which  my  con- 
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cept,  drawn  from  the  representations  of  my  appre- 
hension, is  to  accord.  As  the  accord  between  know- 
ledge and  its  object  is  truth,  it  is  easily  seen,  that 
we  can  ask  here  only  for  the  formal  conditions  of 
empirical  truth,  and  that  the  phenomenon,  in  con- 
tradistinction to  the  representations  of  our  appre- 
hension, tan  only  be  represented  as  the  object  differ- 
ent from  it,  if  it  is  subject  to  a  rule  distinguishing 
it  from  every  other  apprehension,  and  necessitating 
ii  certain  kind  of  conjunction  of  the  manifold.  That 
which  in  the  phenomenon  contains  the  condition  of 
tlii-  necessary  rule  of  apprehension  is  the  object. 

Let  us  now  proceed  to  our  task.  That  something 
takes  place,  that  is,  that  something,  or  some  state, 
which  did  not  exist  before,  begins  to  exist,  cannot  be 

peroeived empirically,  unless  there  exist*  antecedently 

a  phenomenon  which  does  not  contain  that  state;  for 
a  reality,  following  on  empty  time,  that  is  a  be-  [p.  192] 
ginning  of  existence  preceded  by  no  state  of  things,  can 
be  apprehended  as  little  as  empty  time  itself.  Every 
apprehension  of  an  event  is  therefore  a  perception 
following  on  another  perception.  But  us  this  applies 
to  all  synthesis  of  apprehension,  as  I  showed  before 
in  the  phenomenal  appearance  of  a  house,  that  appre- 
hension would  not  thereby  be  different  from  any  other. 
But  I  observe  at  the  Bume  time,  that  if  in  a  pheno- 
menon which  contains  an  event  I  call  the  antecedent 
state  of  perception  A,  and  the  subsequent  B,  B  can 
only  follow  A  in  my  apprehension,  wliile  the  percep- 
tion A  can  never  follow  B,  but  can  only  precede  it.  I 
see,  for  instance,  a  ship  gliding  down  a  stream.  My 
perception  of  its  place  below  follows  my  perception  of 
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its  place  higher  up  in  the  course  of  the  stream,  and 
it  is  impossible  in  the  apprehension  of  this  phenome- 
000  tliut  the  ship  should  be  perceived  first  below  and 
1 1 1  < •  1 1  higher  up.  We  sol-  therefore  tliat  the  order  in 
the  succession  of  perceptions  in  our  apprehension  is 
here  determined,  and  our  apprehension  regulated  by 
that  order.  In  the  former  example  of  a  house  my 
perceptions  could  begin  in  the  appreheiiMoii  at  the 
roof  and  end  in  the  basement,  or  begin  below  and  end 
above:  they  could  apprehend  the  manifold  of  the 
empirical  intuition  from  right  to  left  or  from  left  to 
right.  There  was  therefore  no  determined  order  in 
the  succession  of  these  perceptions,  determin-  [j>.  193] 
ing  the  point  where  I  had  to  begin  in  apprehension, 
in  order  to  connect  the  manifold  empirically  ;  while 
in  the  apprehension  of  an  event  there  1  a  a  rule, 

which  makes  the  order  of  the  successive  perceptions 
(in  the  apprehension  of  these  phenomena)  necessary. 

In  our  ease,  therefore,  we  shall  have  to  derive  the 
subjective  succession  in  our  apprehension  from  the 
objective  Succession  of  the  phenomena,  because  other- 
wise the  former  would  be  entirely  undetermined,  and 
unable  to  distinguish  one  phenomenon  from  another. 
The  former  alone  proves  nothing  as  to  the  connection 
of  the  munifold  in  the  object)  because  it  is  quite  arbi- 
trary. The  latter  must  therefore  consist  in  the  order 
of  the  manifold  in  a  phenomenon,  according  to  which 
the  apprehension  of  what  is  happening  follows  upon 
the  apprehension  of  what  has  happened,  in  ft  afi  (  mity 
with  a  rale.  Thus  only  can  1  be  justified  in  saying, 
not  only  of  my  apprehension,  but  of  the  phenomenon 
If,  that  there  exists  in  it  a  succession,  which  is  the 
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same  as  to  say  that  T  cannot  arrange  the  apprchon- 
sinii  Otherwise  than  IB  that  very  BuooettioxL 

In  conformity  with  this,  there  must  exist  in  tliat 
which  always  precedes  an  event  the  condition  of  a 
rule,  by  which  this  event  follows  at  all  tinus,  and 
necessarily  ;  hut  I  cannot  go  back  from  the  [p.  194] 
event  and  determine  by  apprehension  that  which 
precedes.  For  no  phenomenon  goes  back  from  the 
succeeding  to  the  preceding  point  of  time,  though  it 
is  related  to  some  preceding  point  of  time,  while  the 

progress  from  a  given  time  to  a  determined  following 

time  is  necessary.  Therefore,  as  there  certainly  is 
something  that  follows,  I  must  necessarily  refer  it  to 
something  else  which  precedes,  and  upon  which  it 
follows  by  rule,  that  is,  by  necessity.  So  that  the 
event,  as  being  conditional,  affords  a  safe  indication 
of  some  bind  of  condition,  while  that  condition  itself 
determines  the  event. 

If  we  supposed  that  nothing  precedes  an  event 
upon  which  such  event  must  follow  according  to 
rule,  all  succession  of  perception  would  then  exist 
in  apprehension  only,  that  is,  subjectively;  but  it 
would  not  thereby  he  determined  objectively,  what 
ought  properly  to  be  the  antecedent  and  what  the 
subsequent  in  perception.  We  should  thus  have  a 
mere  play  of  representations  unconnected  with  any 
object,  that  is,  no  phenomenon  would,  by  our  percep- 
tion, be  distinguished  in  time  from  any  other  pheno- 
menon, because  the  succession  in  apprehension  would 
always  be  uniform  and  there  would  be  nothing  in  the 
phenomena  to  determine  that  succession,  so  as  to 
render  a  certain  sequence  objectively  necessary.     I 
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could  not  sav  therefore  that  two  states  follow  each 
other  in  a  phenomenon,  hut  only  that  [p.  195] 

apprehension  follows  another,  which  is  purely  subjec- 
tive, and  does  not  determine  any  object,  and  cannot 
be  consiil'  iv.l  therefore  as  knowledge  of  anything 
(even  of  something  purely  phenomenal). 

If  therefore  experience  teaches  us  that  something 
happens,  we  always  presuppose  that  something  pre- 
cedes on  which  it  follows  by  rule.  Otherwise  I  could  Dot 
say  of  the  object  that  it  followed,  because  its  following 
in  my  apprehension  only,  without  being  determined 
by  ride  in  reference  to  what  precedes,  would  not  justify 
us  in  admitting  an  objective  following1.  It  is  therefore 
always  with  reference  to  a  rule  by  which  phenomena 
as  they  follow,  that  is  as  they  happen,  are  determined 
by  an  antecedent  state,  that  I  oao  give  an  objective 
character  to  my  subjective  svntheeu  (of  apprehen- 
sion) ;  nay,  it  is  under  this  supposition  only  that  an  ex- 
perience of  anything  that  happens  becomes  possible. 

It  might  seem  indeed  as  if  this  were  in  contradii 
to  all  that  has  always  been  said  on  the  progress  of  the 
human  understanding,  it  having  been  supposed  that 
only  by  a  perception  and  comparison  of  many  events, 
following  in  the  same  manner  on  preceding  pheno- 
mena, we  were  led  to  the  discovery  of  a  rule  accord- 
ing to  which  certain  cventa  always  follow  on 
phenomena,  and  that  thus  only  wo  were  enabled  to 
form  to  ourselves  the  concept  of  a  cause.  If  tlii* 
were  so,  that  concept  would  be  empirical  [p.  196] 
only,  and  the  rule  which  it  supplies,  tint  every- 
'I'ii  h  happens  must  havo  a  cause,  would  be  as 

1   lUaii  nniuncJimtn  benchliijl. 


172  TnA.S-SCHXDF.XTAL   AXAT.YTIC. 

accidental  as  experience  itself.  The  universality  and 
necessity  of  tliat  rule  would  then  be  fictitious  only, 
Hid  devoid  of  any  true  and  general  validity,  because 
not  being  a  priori,  but  founded  on  induction  only.  The 
case  is  the  same  as  with  other  pure  representations  a 
priori  (for  instance  space  and  time),  which  we  are 
only  able  to  draw  out  as  pure  concepts  from  experi- 
ence, because  we  have  put  them  first  into  experience, 
nay,  have  rendered  experience  possible  only  by  them. 
It  is  true,  no  doubt,  that  the  logical  clearness  of  this 
representation  of  a  rule,  determining  the  succession  of 
events,  as  a  concept  of  cause,  becomes  possible  only 
when  we  have  used  it  in  experience,  but.  as  the  con- 
dition of  the  synthetical  unity  of  phenomena  in  time, 
it  was  nevertheless  the  foundation  of  all  experience, 
and  consequently  preceded  it  a  priori. 

Il    i  ;irv  therefore  to  show  by  examples  that 

we  never,  even  in  experience,  ascribe  the  sequence  or 
consequence  (of  an  event  or  something  happening 
that  did  not  exist  before)  to  the  object,  and  distin- 
guish it  from  the  subjective  sequence  of  our  appre- 
hension, exceptwhen  there  is  a  rule  which  forces  us  to 
observe  a  certain  order  of  perceptions,  and  no  other  : 
nay.  that  it  is  this  force  which  renders  the  [p.  «97] 
representation  of  a  succession  in  the  object  possible. 

We  have  representations  within  us,  and  can  become 
conscious  of  them  :  but  however  far  that  consciousness 
may  extend,  and  however  accurate  and  minute  it  may 
be,  yet  the  representations  are  always  representations 
only,  that  is,  internal  determinations  of  our  mind  in 
this  or  that  relation  of  time.  What  right  have  we 
then  to  add  to  these  representations  an  object,  or  to 
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ascribe  to  these  modifications,  beyond  their  subject i\  B 
reality,  another,  or  objective  one  1  Their  objective  cha- 
racter cannot  consist  in  their  rtl.it  km  U>  another  rapt** 
sentation  (of  that  which  one  wished  to  predicate  of  the 
object),  for  thus  the  question  would  only  arise  again. 
how  that  representation  could  again  go  beyond  itself, 
and  receive  an  objective  cliaracter  in  addition  to  the 
subjective  one,  which  belongs  to  it,  as  a  determiiiatimi 
of  our  mind.  If  we  try  to  find  out  what  new  quality 
or  dignity  is  imparted  to  our  representations  by  their 
relation  to  an  object,  we  find  that  it  consists  in  nothing 
but  the  rendering  necessary  the  connection  of  repre- 
sentations in  a  certain  way,  and  suljecting  them  to 
a  rule  ;  and  that  00  the  other  hand  th-  i>  a  their 

objective  character  only  because  a  certain  order  is 
necessary  in  the  time  relations  of  our  representations. 
In  the  synthesis  of  phenomena  the  mani-  [p.  19*] 
fold  of  our  representations  is  always  successive.  No 
object  can  thus  be  represented,  because  through  the 
succession  which  is  common  to  all  apprehensions, 
nothing  can  be  distinguished  from  anything  . 
But  as  soon  as  I  perceive  or  anticipate  that  there  is 
in  this  succession  a  relation  to  an  antecedent  state 
from  which  the  representation  follows  by  rule,  then 
something  is  represented  as  an  event,  or  as  something 
that  happens:  that  is  to  say,  I  know  an  object  to 
which  I  must  assign  a  certain  position  in  time,  which, 
after  the  preceding  state,  cannot  1*  different  from 
what  it  is.  If  therefore  I  perceive  that  something 
happens,  this  representation  involves  that  something 
preceded,  because  the  phenomenon  receives  its  posi- 
tion in  time  with  reference  to  what  preceded,  that  1-. 
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it  exists  after  a  time  in  which  it  did  not  exist.  Its 
definite  position  in  time  can  only  be  assigned  to  it,  if 
in  the  antecedent  state  something  is  presupposed  on 
which  it  always  follows  by  rule.  It  thus  follows  that, 
first  of  all,  I  cannot  invert  the  order,  and  place  that 
which  happens  before  that  on  which  it  follows ; 
secondly,  that  whenever  the  antecedent  state  is  there, 
the  other  event  must  follow  inevitably  and  necessarily. 
Thus  it  happens  that  there  arises  an  order  among  our 
representations,  in  which  the  present  Btate  [p.  199I 
(as  having  come  to  be),  points  to  an  antecedent  state, 
as  a  correlative  of  the  event  that  is  given  ;  a  correla- 
tive which,  though  as  yet  indefinite,  refers  as  deter- 
mining to  the  event,  as  its  result,  and  connects  that 
event  with  itnelf  by  necessity,  in  a  succession  of  time. 

If  then  it  is  a  necessary  law  of  our  sensibility,  and 
therefore  a  formal  condition  of  all  perception,  that 
a  preceding  necessarily  determines  a  succeeding  time 
(because  I  cannot  arrive  at  the  succeeding  time  ex- 
cept through  the  preceding),  it  is  also  an  indispen- 
sable law  of  the  empirical  representation  of  the  series 
of  time  that  the  phenomena  of  past  time  determine 
every  existence  in  succeeding  times,  nay,  that  these, 
as  events,  cannot  take  place  exoept  so  far  as  the 
former  determine  their  existence  in  time,  that  is, 
determine  it  by  rule.  For  it  is  of  course  in  yhctKi- 
mena  only  that  we  can  know  empirically  this  con- 
iniititij  in  the  coherence  rf  times. 

What  is  required  for  all  experience  and  renders 
it  possible  is  the  understanding,  and  the  first  that 
is  added  by  it  is  not  that  it  renders  the  representa- 
tion of  objects  clear,  but  that  it  really  renders  the 
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representation  of  any  object  for  the  first  time  pos- 
uble.  This  takes  place  by  the  understanding  trans- 
ferring the  order  of  time  to  the  phenomena  and  their 
existence,  and  by  assigning  to  each  of  them  as  a 
consequence  an  a  priori  determined  place  in  time 
with  reference  to  antecedent  phenomena,  without 
which  phenomena  would  not  be  in  accord  [p.  joo] 
with  time,  which  alone  determines  a  priori  its  place 
to  every  one  of  them.  This  determination  of  place 
cannot  be  derived  from  the  relation  in  which  phe- 
nomena stand  to  absolute  time  (for  that  can  never 
bo  an  object  of  perception) ;  but,  on  the  contrary, 
phenomena  must  themselves  determine  to  each  other 
their  places  in  time,  and  render  them  necessary  in 
the  series  of  time.  In  other  words,  what  happens 
or  followB  must  follow  according  to  a  general  rule 
on  that  which  was  contained  in  a  previous  state. 
We  thus  get  a.  series  of  phenomena  which,  by  means 
of  the  understanding,  produces  in  the  series  of  pos- 
sible perceptions  the  same  order  and  continuous  co- 
herence which  exists  a  priori  in  the  (faun  of  internal 
intuition  (time),  in  which  all  perceptions  must  have 
their  place. 

That  something  happens  is  therefore  .<  [lereeption 
which  belongs  to  a  possible  experience,  and  this  expe- 
rience becomes  real  when  I  consider  the  phenomen 
as  determined  with  regard  to  its  place  in  time,  that  is 
to  say,  as  an  object  which  can  always  be  found,  accord - 
log  to  a  rule,  in  the  connection  of  perceptions.  This 
rule,  by  which  we  determine  everything  according  to 
the  succession  of  time,  is  this:  the  condition  under 
which  an  event  follows  at  all  times  (necessarily)  is  to 


i;6  TRANSCENDENTAL    ANALYTIC. 

l>e  found  in  what  pn  redes.  All  possible  experience 
therefore,  that  is,  all  objective  knowledge  of  phe- 
nomena  with  regard  to  their  relation  in  the  [p.  201] 
succession  of  time,  depends  on  '  the  principle  of  suffi- 
cient reason.' 

The  proof  of  this  principle  rests  entirely  on  the 
following  considerations.  All  empirical  knowledge 
requires  synthesis  of  the  manifold  by  imagination, 
which  i.s  always  successive,  one  representation  fol- 
lowing upon  the  other.  That  succession,  however, 
in  the  imagination  is  not  at  all  determined  with 
regard  to  the  order  in  which  something  precedes  and 
something  follows,  and  the  series  of  successive  re- 
presentations may  be  taken  as  retrogressive  as  well 
as  progressive.  If  that  synthesis,  however,  is  a  syn- 
thesis of  apprehension  (of  the  manifold  in  a  given 
phenomenon)  then  the  order  is  determined  objec- 
tively, or,  to  speak  more  accurately,  there  is  then  in 
it  an  order  of  successive  synthesis  which  determines 
the  object,  and  according  to  which  something  must 
necessarily  precede,  and,  when  it  is  once  there,  some- 
thing else  must  necessarily  follow.  If  therefore  my 
perception  is  to  contain  the  knowledge  of  an  event, 
of  something  that  really  happens,  it  must  consist 
of  an  empirical  judgment,  by  which  the  succession 
is  supposed  to  Ije  determined,  so  that  the  event  pre- 
supposes auother  phenomenon  in  time  on  which  it 
follows  necessarily  and  according  to  a  rule.  If  it 
were  different,  if  the  antecedent  phenomenon  wrere 
there  and  the  event  did  not  follow  on  it  necessarily, 
it  would  become  to  me  a  mere  play  of  my  subjective 
imaginations,  or  if  I  thought  it  to  be  objective,  I  should 
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call  it  a  dream.  It  is  therefore  the  relation  [p.  202] 
of  phenomena  (an  posniblo  perceptions)  according  to 
which  the  existence  of  the  subsequent  (what  happens) 
is  determined  in  time  by  something  antecedent 
necessarily  and  by  rule,  or,  in  oilier  words,  the  re- 
lation of  cause  and  effect,  which  forms  the  condition 
of  the  objective  validity  of  our  empirical  judgments 
with  regard  to  the  series  of  perceptions,  and  there- 
fore the  empirical  truth  of  them,  and  of  experience. 
The  principle  of  the  causal  relation  in  the  succession 
of  phenomena  is  valid  therefore  for  all  objects  of  ex- 
perience (under  the  conditions  of  succession),  because 
that  principle  is  itself  the  ground  of  the  possibility  of 
such  experience. 

Here,  however,  we  meet  with  a  difficulty  that  must 
first  be  removed.  The  principle  of  the  causal  con- 
nection of  phenomena  is  restricted  in  our  formula  to 
their  succession,  while  in  practice  we  find  that  it 
applies  also  to  their  co-existence,  because  cause  and 
effect  may  exist  at  the  same  time.  There  may  be, 
for  instance,  inside  a  room  heat  which  is  not  found 
in  the  open  air.  If  I  look  for  its  cause,  I  find  a 
heated  stove.  But  that  stove,  as  cause,  exists  at  tin: 
same  time  with  its  effect,  the  heat  of  the  room,  and 
there  is  therefore  here  no  succession  in  time  between 
cause  and  effect,  but  they  are  co-existent,  and  yet 
the  law  applies.  The  fact  is,  that  the  greater  [p.  203] 
portion  of  the  active  cause '  in  nature  is  co-existent 
with  its  effects,  and  the  succession  of  these  effects  in 
time  is  due  only  to  this,  that  a  cause  cannot  produce 

1  I  prefer  Ursacht,  the  reading  of  the  First  Edition,  to  l/rtachm, 
as  conjectured  by  Rosenkranz  and  others. 
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its  whole  effect  in  one  moment.  But  at  the  moment 
in  which  an  effect  first  arises  it  is  always  co-existent 
with  the  causality  of  its  cause,  because  if  that  hail 
•  v;i  (  (i  ..in-  niMiiriit  In-fore,  the  effect  ITOuId  iie\er 
have  happened.  Here  we  must  well  consider  that 
everything  depends  on  the  order,  not  on  the  lapse 
(if  thin-,  and  that  the  relation  remains,  even  if  no 
time  had  lapsed.  The  time  between  the  causality 
of  the  cause  and  its  immediate  effect  can  be  vaninlt- 
ing  (they  may  be  simultaneous),  but  the  relation  of 
the  one  to  the  other  remains  for  all  that  deter- 
minable in  time.  If  I  look  upon  a  hall  that  rests 
on  a  soft  cushion  and  makes  a  depression  in  it,  as 
a  cause,  it  is  simultaneous  with  its  effect.  But  I 
nevertheless  distinguish  the  two  through  the  tem- 
poral relation  of  dynamical  relation.  For  if  I  place 
the  ball  on  the  cushion,  its  smooth  surface  is  followed 
by  a  depression,  while,  if  there  is  a  depression  in  the 
cushion  (I  know  not  whence),  a  leaden  ball  docs  by 
no  means  follow  from  it. 

The  succession  in  time  is  therefore  the  only  em- 
pirical criterion  of  an  effect  with  regard  to  the 
causality  of  the  cause  which  precedes  it.  The  glass 
is  the  cause  of  the  rising  of  the  water  above  [p.  204] 
its  horizontal  surface,  although  both  phenomena  are 
simultaneous.  For  as  soon  as  I  draw  water  in  a 
glass  from  a  larger  vessel,  something  follows,  namely, 
the  change  of  the  horizontal  state  which  it  had  before 
into  a  concave  state  which  it  assumes  in  the  glass. 

Tins  c&USality  leads  to  the  concept  of  action,  that 
to  the  concept  of  force,  and  lastly,  to  the  concept  of 
suhstance.     As  I  do  not  mean  to  burden  my  critical 
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task,  which  only  concerns  the  sources  of  synthetical 
knowledge  a  priori,  with  analytical  processes  which 
aim  at  the  explanation,  and  not  at  the  expansion 
of  our  concepts,  I  leave  a  fuller  treatment  of  these 
to  a  future  system  of  pure  reason  ;  nay,  I  may  refer 
to  many  well-known  manuals  in  which  such  an  ana- 
lysis may  be  found.  I  cannot  pass,  however,  over  the 
empirical  criterion  of  a  substance,  so  far  as  it  seems  to 
manifest  itaelf,  not  so  much  through  the  permanence 
of  the  phenomenon  as  through  action. 

Wherever  there  is  action,  therefore  activity  and 
force,  there  must  be  substance,  and  in  that  alone 
the  seat  of  that  fertile  source  of  phenomena  can 
be  sought.  This  sounds  very  well,  but  if  people 
are  asked  to  explain  what  they  mean  by  substance, 
they  find  it  by  no  means  easy  to  answer  with-  [p.  305] 
out  reasoning  in  a  circle.  How  can  we  conclude  im- 
mediately from  the  action  to  the  permanence  of  the 
agent,  which  nevertheless  is  an  essential  and  pecidiar 
characteristic  of  substance  (phenomenon)?  After 
what  we  have  explained  before,  however,  the  answer 
to  this  question  is  not  so  difficult,  though  it  would 
be  impossible,  according  to  the  ordinary  way  of  pro- 
ceeding analytically  only  with  our  concepts.  Action 
itself  implies  the  relation  of  the  subject  of  the 
causality  to  the  effect.  As  all  effect  consists  in  that 
which  happens,  that  is,  in  the  changeable,  indicated 
by  time  in  succession,  the  last  subject  of  it  is  the 
permanent,  as  the  substratum  of  all  that  changes, 
that  is  substance.  For,  according -to  the  principle 
of  causality,  actions  are  always  the  first  ground  of 
all  change  of  phenomena,  and  cannot  exist  therefore 
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in  a  subject  that  itself  changes,  because  in  that  case 
other  actions  and  another  subject  would  lie  required 
to  determine  that  change.  Action,  therefore,  is  a 
sufficient  empirical  criterion  to  prove  substantiality. 
nor  is  it  necessary  that  I  should  first  establish  its 
permanency  by  means  of  compared  perceptions,  which 
indeed  would  hardly  be  possible  iu  this  way,  at  least 
with  that  completeness  which  is  required  by  the 
magnitude  and  strict  universality  of  the  concept. 
That  the  first  subject  of  the  causality  of  all  arising 
and  perishing  cannot  itself  (in  the  field  of  pheno- 
mena) arise  and  perish,  is  a  safe  conclusion,  [p.  206] 
resting  in  the  end  on  empirical  necessity  and  per- 
manency in  existence,  that  is,  on  the  concept  of  a 
substance  as  a  phenomenon. 

If  anything  happens,  the  mere  fact  of  something 
arising,  without  any  reference  to  what  it  is,  is  in 
itself  a  matter  for  enqmry.  The  transition  from  the 
not-being  of  a  state  into  that  state,  even  though  it 
contained  no  quality  whatever  as  a  phenomenon,  must 
itself  be  investigated.  Tliis  arising,  as  we  have  shown 
in  No.  A,  does  not  concern  the  substance  (because  a 
substance  never  arises),  but  its  state  only.  It  is 
therefore  mere  change,  and  not  an  arising  out  of 
nothing.  When  such  an  arising  is  looked  upon  as 
the  effect  of  a  foreign  cause,  it  is  called  creation. 
This  can  never  be  admitted  as  an  event  among 
pheuoraena,  because  its  very  possibility  would  destroy 
the  unity  of  experience.  If,  however,  we  consider  all 
things,  not  as  phenomena,  but  as  things  by  them- 
selves and  objects  of  the  understanding  only,  then, 
though  they  are  substances,  they  may  be  considered 
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as  dependent  in  their  existence  on  a  foreign  cause. 
Our  words  would  then  assume  quite  a  different 
meaning,  and  no  longer  be  applicable  to  phenomena, 
as  possible  objects  of  experience. 

How  anything  can  be  changed  at  all,  how  it  is 
possible  that  one  state  in  a  given  time  is  [p.  307] 
followed  by  another  at  another  time,  of  that  we  have 
nut  the  slightest  conception  a  priori.  We  want  for 
that  a  knowledge  of  real  powers,  which  can  be  given 
empirically  only:  for  instance,  a  knowledge  of  moti\> 
powers,  or  what  U  the  same,  a  knowledge  of  certain 
Huccrshive  phenomena  (as  movements)  which  indicate 
the  presence  of  such  forces.  What  can  be  considered 
a  priori,  according  to  the  law  of  causality  and  the 
conditions  of  time,  are  the  form  of  every  change,  the 
condition  under  which,  as  an  arising  out  of  another 
state,  it  can  take  place  (its  contents,  that  is,  the 
state,  which  is  changed,  being  what  it  may),  1 
therefore  the  succession  itself  of  the  states  (that 
which  has  happened)1. 

When  a  substance  passes  from  one  state  a  into 
another  b,  the  moment  of  the  latter  is  different  from 
the  moment  of  the  former  state,  and  follows  it  Again, 
that  second  state,  as  a  reality  (a  phenomenon),  differs 
from  the  first  in  which  tliat  reality  did  not  exist. 
as  b  from  zero  ;  that  is,  even  if  the  state  b  differed 
from  the  state  a  in  quantity  only,  that  change 
is  an  arising  of  b—a,  which  in  the  former    [p.»©8] 


1  It  should  be  remarked  that  I  am  not  speaking  ken  of  tbe 
change  of  certain  relation*,  but  of  tlw  change  of  a  state.  Therefore 
when  a  body  ntora  in  a  uniform  way,  it  does  not  change  it*  state 
of  moTcmcot,  bat  it  dooa  so  when  it*  motion  ii 
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state  was  non-existent,  and  in  relation  to  which  that 
state  is  =o. 

The  question  therefore  arises  how  a  thing  can  pass 
from  a  state  =  a  to  another  =  b  ?  Between  two 
moments  there  is  always  a  certain  time,  and  be- 
tween two  states  in  these  two  moments  there  is 
always  a  difference  which  must  have  a  certain 
quantity,  because  all  parte  of  phenomena  are  al- 
ways themselves  quantities.  Every  transition  there- 
fore from  one  state  into  another  takes  place  in 
a  certain  time  between  two  moments,  the  first 
of  which  determines  the  state  from  which  a  thing 
arises,  the  second  that  at  which  it  arrives.  Both 
therefore  ;uv  the  temporal  limits  of  a  change  or 
of  an  intermediate  state  between  two  states,  and 
belong  as  such  to  the  whole  of  the  change.  Every 
change,  however,  has  a  cause  which  proves  its  caus- 
ality during  the  whole  of  the  time  in  which  the 
change  takes  place.  The  cause  therefore  does  not 
produce  the  change  suddenly  (in  one  moment),  but 
during  a  certain  time  ;  so  that,  as  the  time  grows 
from  the  initiatory  moment  a  to  its  completion  in 
b,  the  quantity  of  reality  also  (b  —  a)  is  produced 
through  all  the  smaller  degrees  between  the  first 
and  the  last.  All  change  therefore  is  possible  oidy 
through  a  continuous  action  of  causality  which,  so 
far  as  it  is  uniform,  is  called  a  momentum,  [p.  2oy] 
A  change  does  not  consist  of  such  momenta,  but  is 
produced  by  them  as  their  effect. 

This  is  the  law  of  continuity  in  all  change,  founded 
on  this,  that  neither  time  nor  a  phenomenon  in  time 
consists  of  parts  which  are  the  smallest  possihle,  and 
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that  nevertheless  the  state  of  a  thing  which  is  being 
changed  passes  through  all  these  parts,  a  nts, 

to  its  new  state.  No  difference  of  the  real  in  phc 
nomena  and  no  difference  in  the  quantity  of  times 
is  ever  the  smallest;  and  thus  the  new  state  of 
reality  grows  from  the  first  state  in  which  th:it 
reality  did  not  exist  through  all  the  infinite  degrees 
thereof,  the  differences  of  which  from  one  another 
are  smaller  than  that  hctvveen  zero  Mid  «. 

It  does  not  concern  us  at  present  of  what  utility  this 
principle  may  be  in  physical  science.  But  how  such  a 
principle,  which  seems  to  enlarge  our  knowledge  of  na- 
ture so  much,  can  he  possible  «  priori,  tliat  requires  a 
careful  investigation,  although  we  can  see  that  it  is 
real  and  true,  and  might  thus  imagine  that  the  ques- 
tion how  it  wee  possible  is  unnecessary.  For  there 
are  so  many  unfouudcd  pretensions  to  enlarge  our 
knowledge  by  pure  reason  that  we  must  accept  it 
as  a  general  principle,  to  l>e  always  distrustful,  BD  I 
never  to  believe  or  accept  any  tiling  of  this  kind  [j>.  7 10] 
without  documents  capable  of  a  thorough  deduction, 
however  clear  the  dogmatical  proof  of  it  may  appear. 

All  addition  to  our  empirical  knowledge  and  every 
advance  in  perception  is  nothing  but  an  enlarge- 
ment of  the  determinations  of  our  internal  sense,  that 
is,  a  progression  in  time,  whatever  the  objects  may 
I).',  whether  jili. nomena  or  pure  intuitions.  This 
progression  in  time  determines  everything,  and  is 
itself  determined  by  nothing  else,  that  is,  parts  of 
that  progression  are  only  given  in  time,  and  through 
the  synthesis  of  time,  and  not  before.  For  this 
reason  every  transition  in  our  perception  to  some- 
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thing  that  follows  in  time,  is  really  a  determination 
of  time  through  the  production  of  that  perception, 
and  as  time  is  always  and  in  all  its  parts  a  quantity, 
the  production  of  a  perception  as  a  quantity,  through 
all  degrees  (none  of  them  beiDg  the  smallest),  from 
zero  up  to  its  determined  degree.  This  shows  how 
it  is  possible  to  know  «  priori  a  law  of  changes,  as 
far  as  their  form  is  concerned.  We  are  only  an- 
ticipating our  own  apprehension,  the  formal  con- 
dition of  which,  as  it  dwells  in  us  before  all  given 
phenomena,  may  well  be  known  a  priori. 

In  the  same  manner  therefore  in  which  time  con- 
tains the  sensuous  condition  a  priori  of  the  [p.  an] 
possibility  of  a  continuous  progression  of  that  which 
exists  to  that  which  follows,  the  understanding,  by 
means  of  the  unity  of  apperception,  is  a  condition 
a  priori  of  tho  possibility  of  a  continuous  deter- 
mination of  the  position  of  all  phenomena  in  that 
time,  and  this  through  a  series  of  causes  and  effects, 
the  former  producing  inevitably  the  existence  <>1" 
the  latter,  and  thus  rendering  the  empirical  know- 
ledge of  the  relations  of  time  for  all  times  (univer- 
sally) and  therefore  objectively  valid. 

C. 

[Third  Analogy. 

Principle  of  Community. 

Ail  substances,  in  so  far  as  they  are  coexistent,  stand  in 
complete  community,  that  is,  reciprocity  one  to  another'.] 

Proof. 

Things  are  co-existent  in  so  far  as  they  exist  at 

1  Sec  Supplement  XX. 
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one  and  the  same  time.     IJut  how  can  we  know  that 


rl 


?     Only  if  the 


exist  at  one  and  the  same  t 
order  in  the  synthesis  of  apprehension  of  the  mani- 
fold is  indifferent,  that  is,  if  I  may  advance  from  A 
through  H,  C,  D,  to  E.  or  contrarywise  from  E  to  A. 
For,  if  the  synthesis  were  successive  in  time  (in  t he- 
order  beginning  with  A  and  ending  with  E),  it  would 
be  impossible  to  begin  the  apprehension  with  the 
perception  of  E  and  to  go  backwards  to  A,  because 
A  belongs  to  past  time,  and  can  no  longer  be  an 
object  of  apprehension,  [p.  21a] 

If  we  supposed  it  possible  that  in  a  number  of 
substances,  as  phenomena,  each  were  perfectly  iso- 
lated, so  that  none  influenced  another  or  received 
influences  from  another,  then  the  co-existence  of 
than  could  never  become  an  object  of  possible  per- 
ception, nor  could  the  existence  of  the  one  through 
any  process  of  empirical  synthesis  lead  us  on  to  the 
existence  of  another.  For  if  we  imagined  that  they 
were  separated  by  a  perfectly  empty  space,  a  per- 
ception, proceeding  from  the  one  in  time  to  the  other, 
might  no  doubt  determine  the  existence  of  it  by 
means  of  a  subsequent  perception,  but  would  never 
be  able  to  determine  whether  that  phenomenon  fol- 
lowed objectively  on  tho  other  or  was  co-existent 
witli  it. 

There  must  therefore  be  something  besides  their 
mere  existence  by  which  A  determines  its  place  in 
time  for  li,  and  li  for  A,  because  thus  only  cm  these 
two  substances  be  represented  empirically  as  co- 
existent Nothing,  however,  can  determinr  the  place 
of  anything  else  in  time,  except  that  which  is  tho 
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cause  of  its  detenu inat ions.  Therefore  every  sub- 
stance must  contain  in  itself  the  causality  of  certain 
determinations  in  another  substance,  and,  at  the  same 
dine,  the  effects  of  the  causality  of  that  other  sub- 
stance, that  is,  substances  must  stand  in  dynamical 
communion,  immediately  or  mediately,  with  [p.  J13] 
each  other,  if  their  co-existence  is  to  be  known  in 
any  possible  experience.  Everything  without  which 
the  experience  of  any  objects  would  be  impossible, 
y  be  said  to  be  necessary  with  reference  to  such 
objects  of  experience ;  from  which  it  follows  that  it 
is  necessary  for  all  substances,  so  far  as  they  are 
co-existent  as  phenomena,  to  stand  in  a  complete 
Communion  of  reciprocity  with  each  other. 

The  word  communion  (Gemeinschaft)  may  be  used 
in  two  senses,  meaning  either  commtinio  or  comim  r 
num.  We  use  it  here  in  the  latter  sense:  as  a 
dynamical  communion  without  which  even  the  local 
communio  spatii  could  never  be  known  empirically. 
We  can  easily  perceive  in  our  experience,  that  con- 
tiniiMiis  influences  only  can  lead  our  seuses  in  all 
parts  of  space  from  one  object  to  another  ;  that  the 
light  which  plays  between  our  eyes  and  celestial 
bodies  produces  a  mediate  communion  between  us 
and  them,  and  proves  the  coexistence  of  the  latter ; 
that  we  cannot  change  any  place  empirically  (per- 
ceive such  a  change)  unless  matter  itself  renders 
the  perception  of  our  own  place  possible  to  us,  and 
ili.it  by  means  of  its  reciprocal  influence  only 
matter  can  evince  its  simultaneous  existence,  and 
thus  (though  mediately  only)  its  coexistence,  even 
to  the  most  distant  objects.     Without  this  commu- 
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nion  every  perception  (of  any  phenomenon  in  [p.  a  14] 
space)  is  separated  from  the  others,  and  the  change 
of  empirical  ropntteotataons,  that  is,  experience  itself, 
would  haw  to  begin  de  novo  with  every  new  object; 
without  the  former  experience  being  in  the  least 
connected  with  it,  or  standing  to  it  in  any  temporal 
relation.  I  do  not  want  to  6ay  anything  here  against 
empty  space.  Empty  space  may  exist  where  per- 
ception cannot  reach,  and  where  therefore  no  em- 
pirical knowledge  of  coexistence  takes  place,  but, 
in  tliat  case,  it  is  no  object  for  any  possible  ex- 
|>erienoe. 

The  following  remarks  may  elucidate  this.  It  is 
necessary  that  in  our  mind  all  phenomena,  as  being 
contained  in  a  possible  experience,  must  share  a 
communion  of  apperception,  and  if  the  objects  are  to 
be  represented  as  connected  in  coexistence,  they  must 
reciprocally  determine  their  place  in  time  and  thus 
constitute  a  whole.  If  this  subjective  communion 
is  to  rest  on  an  objective  ground,  or  is  to  refer  to 
phenomena  as  substances,  then  the  perception  of  the 
one  must  render  possible  r.he  perception  of  the  other, 
and  vice  versa :  so  that  the  succession  which  always 
exists  in  perceptions,  as  apprehensions,  may  not  be 
attributed  to  the  objects,  but  that  the  objects  should 
be  represented  as  existing  simultaneously.  This  is 
a  reciprocal  influence,  that  is  a  real  commercium  of 
substances,  without  which  the  empirical  [p.  115] 
relation  of  co-existence  would  be  impossible  in  QQt 
experience.  Through  this  commercium.  phenomena 
being  apart  from  each  other  and  yet  connected,  con- 
stitute a  compound  (compositum   reale)  and  such 
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compounds  become  possible  in  many  ways.  The  three 
dyn&micn]  relations,  therefore,  from  which  all  others 
are  derived,  are  inherence,  consequence,  and  corny 

******* 

These  are  the  three  analogies  of  experience.  They 
are  nothing  but  principles  for  determining  the  exist- 
ence of  phenomena  in  time,  according  to  its  three 
modes.  First,  the  relation  to  time  itself,  as  to  a 
quantity  (quantity  of  existence,  that  is  duration). 
Secondly,  the  relation  in  time,  as  in  a  series  (succes- 
-iv.lv).  And  thirdly,  likewise  in  time,  as  the  whole 
of  all  existence  (simultaneously).  This  unity  in  the 
determination  of  time  is  dynamical  only,  that  is. 
time  is  not  looked  upon  as  that  in  which  experience 

<■■■  immediately  its   place   I .en  <-xi^tntir>-..  tor 

this  would  be  impossible  ;  because  absolute  time  is 
no  object  of  perception  by  which  phenomena  could 
be  held  together  ;  but  the  rule  of  the  understanding 
through  which  alone  the  existence  of  phenomena 
can  receive  synthetical  unity  in  time  determines  the 
place  of  each  of  them  in  time,  therefore  «  jrriori  and 
as  valid  for  all  time. 

I'v  nature  (in  the  empirical  sense  of  the  [p.  216] 
word)  we  mean  the  coherence  of  phenomena  in  their 
existence,  according  to  necessary  rules,  that  is,  laws. 
There  are  therefore  certain  laws,  and  they  exist  a 
priori,  which  themselves  make  nature  possible,  while 
the  empirical  laws  exist  and  are  discovered  through 
experience,  but  in  accordance  with  those  original  laws 
which  first  render  experience  possible.  Our  analogies 
therefore  represent  the  unity  of  nature  in  the  co- 
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herence  of  all  phenomena,  under  certain  exponents, 
which  express  the  relation  of  time  (as  comprehending 
all  existence)  to  the  unity  of  apperception,  which  ap- 
perception can  only  take  place  in  the  synthesis  accord- 
ing to  rules.  Taking  all  together  they  simply  say,  that 
all  phenomena  exist  in  one  nature,  aud  must  so  exist 
because,  without  such  unity  a  priori,  no  unity  of 
experience,  and  therefore  no  determination  of  objects 
in  experience,  would  be  possible. 

With  regard  to  the  mode  of  proof,  by  which  we  have 
arrived  at  these  transcendental  laws  of  nature  and 
its  peculiar  character,  a  remark  must  be  made  which 
will  become  important  as  a  rule  tor  any  other  attempt 
to  prove  intelligible  and  at  the  same  time  synthetical 
propositions  a  priori.  If  wo  had  attempted  to  prove 
these  analogies  dogmatically,  that  is  from  concepts, 
showing  that  all  which  exists  is  ftmnd  only  in  that 
which  is  permanent,  that  every  event  pre-  [p.  117] 
supposes  something  in  a  previous  state  on  which  it 
follows  by  rulo,  and  lastly,  that  in  the  manifold  which 
is  coexistent,  states  coexist  in  relation  to  each  other 
by  rule,  all  our  labour  would  have  been  in  vain. 
For  we  may  analyse  as  much  as  we  like,  we  shall 
never  arrive  from  one  object  and  its  existence  at  the 
existence  of  another,  or  at  its  mode  of  existence  by 
means  of  the  concepts  of  these  things  only.  What 
else  then  remained  t  There  remained  the  possibility 
of  experience,  as  that  knowledge  in  which  all  objects 
must  in  the  end  be  capable  of  being  given  to  us,  if 
their  representation  is  to  have  any  objective  reality 
for  us.  In  this,  namely  in  the  synthetical  unity  of 
apperception  of  all  phenomena,  we  discover  the  con- 
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ditions  a  priori  of  an  absolute  and  necessary  deter- 
mination in  time  of  all  phenomenal  existence.  With- 
out tliis  rvcn  the  empirical  determinations  in  time 
would  be  impossible,  and  we  thus  established  the  rules 
of  the  synthetical  unity  a  priori,  by  which  we  might 
i-niticipatc  experience.  It  was  because  people  were 
ignorant  of  this  method,  and  imagined  that  they  could 
prove  dogmatically  synthetical  propositions  which 
the  empirical  use  of  the  understanding  follows  as 
its  principles,  that  so  many  und  always  unsuccessful 
attempts  have  been  made  to  prove  the  proposition 
of  the  'sufficient  reason.'  The  other  two  analogies 
have  not  even  been  thought  of,  though  every  body 
followed  them  unconsciously,  becauso  the  [p.  ais] 
method  of  the  categories  was  wanting,  by  which 
alone  every  gap  in  the  understanding,  both  with 
regard  to  concepts  and  principles,  can  be  discovered 
and  pointed  out1. 

1  The  unity  of  the  universe,  in  which  all  phenomena  are  nip- 
posed  to  be  connected,  is  evidently  n  mere  deduction  of  the  quietly 
adopted  principle  of  the  communion  of  nil  substances  as  coexistent; 
for  if  thoy  were  isolated,  they  would  not  form  parts  of  a  whole,  and 
if  (heir  connection  (the  reciprocity  of  the  manifold)  were  not  m •■ 
caasnry  for  the  sake  of  their  coexistence,  it  would  be  impossible  to 
use  the  latter,  which  is  a  purely  ideal  relation,  as  a  proof  of  the 
former,  which  is  real.  Wc  have  shown,  however,  that  communion 
U  really  the  ground  of  the  possibility  of  an  empirical  knowledge  of 
coexistence,  and  that  really  we  can  only  couclude  from  this  the  ex- 
istence of  the  former,  as  its  condition. 
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The  Postulates  "f  Enijn'rical  Thought  iu  i/ciier/t/. 

1.  What  agrees  with  the  formal  conditions  of  experience 

(in  intuition  and  in  concepts)  is  possible. 

2.  What  is  connocted  with  the  material  conditions  of  ex- 

perience (sensation)  is  real. 

3.  That  which,  in  its  connection  with  the  real,  is  determinod 

by  universal  conditions  of  experience,  is  (exists  as) 
necessary. 

Bapk  nation.  [p.  119] 

The  categories  of  modality  have  this"  peculiar 
character  that,  U  determining  an  object,  they  do  not 
enlarge  in  the  least  the  concept  to  which  they  are 
attached  as  predicates,  but  express  only  a  relation 
to  our  faculty  of  knowledge.  Even  when  the  con- 
cept of  a  thing  is  quite  complete,  I  can  still  ask  with 
ntriiiice  to  that  object,  whether  it  is  possible  only, 
or  real  also,  and,  if  the  latter,  whether  it  is  necessary  ? 
No  new  determinations  of  the  object  are  thereby 
conceived,  but  it  is  only  asked  in  what  relation  it 
(with  all  its  determinations)  stands  to  the  under 
standing  and  its  empirical  employment,  to  the  em- 
pirical faculty  of  judgment,  and  to  reason,  in  its 
application  to  experience  ? 

The  principles  of  modality  are  therefore  nothing 
but  explanations  of  the  concepts  of  possibility,  reality 
and  ttOCeeaity,  in  their  empirical  employment,  con- 
fining all  categories  to  an  empirical  employment 
only,  and  prohibiting  their  transceudoutal  use.  For 
if  these  categories  are  not  to  have  a  purely  logical 
character,  expressing  the  forms  of  thought  analytically, 
but  are  to  refer  to  things,  their  possibility,  reality, 
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or  necessity,  they  must  have  reference  to  possible 
experience  and  its  synthetical  unity,  in  which  alone 
objects  of  knowledge  can  be  given. 

The  postulate  of  the  possibility  of  tilings  [p.  a»o) 
demands  that  the  concept  of  these  should  agree  with 
the  formal  conditions  of  experience  in  general.  This, 
the  objective  form  of  experience  in  general,  contains 
all  synthesis  which  is  required  for  a  knowledge  of 
objects.  A  concept  is  to  be  considered  as  empty, 
and  as  referring  to  no  object,  if  the  synthesis  which 
it  contains  does  not  belong  to  experience,  whether 
as  borrowed  from  it  (in  which  case  it  is  called  an 
empirical,  concept),  or  as  a  synthesis  on  which,  as  a 
condition  a  priori,  all  experience  (in  its  form)  depends, 
in  which  case  it  is  a  pure  concept,  but  yet  belonging 
to  experience,  because  its  object  can  only  be  found 
in  it.  For  whence  could  the  character  of  the  pos- 
sibility of  an  object,  which  can  be  conceived  by  a 
synthetical  concept  a  priori,  be  derived,  except  from 
the  synthesis  which  constitutes  the  form  of  all  em- 
pirical knowledge  of  objects?  It  is  no  doubt  a 
necessary  logical  condition,  that  such  a  concept  must 
contain  nothing  contradictory,  but  this  is  by  no 
means  sufficient  to  establish  the  objective  reality  of 
a  concept*  that  is,  the  possibility  of  such  an  object, 
as  is  conceived  by  a  concept.  Thus  in  the  concept 
of  a  figure  to  be  inclosed  between  two  straight  lines, 
there  is  nothing  contradictory,  because  the  concepts 
of  two  straight  lines  and  their  meeting  contain  no 
negation  of  a  figure.  The  impossibility  [p.  aai] 
depends,  not  on  the  concept  itself,  but  on  its  con- 
struction in  space,  that  is,  the  conditions  of  space 
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and  its  determinations,  and  it  is  these  that  have  ob- 
jective  reality,  or  apply  to  possible  things  only,  because 
they  contain  in  themselves  the  form  of  experience  in 
general  a  priori. 

And  now  we  shall  try  to  explain  the  manifold  use- 
fulness and  influence  of  this  postulate  of  possibility. 
If  I  represent  to  myself  a  thing  that  is  permanent, 
while  everything  whieh  changes  belongs  merely  to 
its  state,  I  can  never  know  from  such  a  concept 
by  itself  that  a  thing  of  that  kind  is  possible.  Or,  if 
I  represent  to  myself  something  so  constituted  that, 
when  it  is  given,  something  else  must  at  all  times 
and  inevitably  follow  upon  it,  this  may  no  doubt  be 
conceived  without  contradiction,  but  we  have  as 
no  means  of  judging  whether  such  a  quality,  '  in. 
causality,  is  to  bo  met  with  in  any  possible  object. 
Lastly,  I  can  very  well  represent  to  myself  different 
things  (substances)  so  constituted,  that  the  state  of 
'.In-  one  produces  an  effect  on  the  state  of  the  other, 
and  this  reciprocally  ;  but  whether  such  a  relation  can 
belong  to  any  things  cannot  be  learned  from  these 
concepts  which  contain  a  purely  arbitrary  synthesis. 
The  objective  reality  of  these  concepts  is  only  known 
when  we  see  that  they  express  a  priori  the  [p.  a«] 
relations  of  perceptions  in  every  kind  of  experience  ; 
and  this  objective  reality,  that  is,  their  transcendental 
truth,  though  independent  of  all  experience,  is  nevor- 
khaleai  not  independent  of  all  relation  to  the  form  of 
experience  in  general,  and  to  that  synthetical  unity 
in  which  alone  objects  can  be  known  empirically. 

But  if  we  should  think  of  framing  now  concop> 
substances,  forces,  and  reciprocal  actions  out  of 

vol.  11.  o 


194  TKANSCKNDKNTAL    ANALYTIC 

material  supplied  to  us  by  our  perceptions,  without 
burrowing  from  experience  the  instance  of  their 
connection,  we  should  entangle  ourselves  in  mere 
cobwebs  of  our  brain,  the  possibility  of  which  could 
not  be  tested  by  any  criteria,  because  in  forming  them 
we  were  not  guided  by  experience,  nor  bad  borrowed 
those  concepts  from  it.  Such  purely  imaginary  con- 
cepts cannot  receive  the  character  of  possibility,  like 
the  categories  a  priori,  as  conditions  on  which  all 
experience  depends,  but  only  a  posteriori,  as  con- 
cepts that  must  be  giveu  by  experience,  so  that  their 
possibility  can  either  not  be  known  at  all,  or  a  poste- 
riori, and  empirically  only.  Thus,  for  instance,  a  sub- 
stance supposed  to  be  present  as  permanent  in  space, 
and  yet  not  filling  it  (like  that  something  between 
matter  and  the  thinking  subject,  which  some  have 
tried  to  introduce),  or  a  peculiar  faculty  of  our  mind, 
by  which  we  can  see  (not  only  infer)  the  future,  or 
lastly,  another  faculty,  by  which  we  can  enter  into  a 
community  of  thought  with  other  men  (however  dis- 
tant they  may  be),  all  these  are  concepts  the  [j>.  t»s] 
possibility  of  which  lias  nothing  to  rest  on,  because 
it  is  not  founded  on  experience  and  its  known  laws. 
Without  these  they  are  and  can  only  be  arbitrary 
combinations  of  thought  which,  though  they  contain 
nothing  contradictory  in  themselves,  have  no  claim 
to  objective  reality,  or  to  the  possibility  of  such  an 
object  as  is  to  be  conceived  by  them.  With  regard 
to  reality,  it  stands  to  reason  that  we  cannot  conceive 
it  in  the  concrete  without  the  aid  of  experience ;  for 
reality  concerns  sensation  only,  as  the  material  of  ex- 
perience, and  not  the  form  of  relations,  which  might 
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to  a  certain  extent  allow  us  to  indulge  in  mere 
fancies. 

I  here  pass  by  everything  the  possibility  of  which 
can  only  be  learned  from  its  reality  in  experience,  and 
I  only  mean  to  consider  the  possibility  of  things 
through  concepts  a  priori.  Of  these  (concepts)  I 
persist  in  maintaining  that  they  can  never  exist  as 
such  concepts  by  themselves  alone,  but  only  as  formal 
and  objective  conditions  of  experience  in  general *. 

It  might  seem  indeed  as  if  the  possibility  of  a 
triangle  could  be  known  from  its  concept  by  itself 
(being  independent  of  all  experience),  for  we  can  give 
to  it  an  object  entirely  a  priori,  that  is,  we  can  con- 
struct it.  But  as  this  is  only  the  form  of  an  object,  it 
would  always  remain  a  product  of  the  ima-  [p.  a 24] 
gination  only.  The  possibility  of  its  object  would 
remain  doubtful,  because  more  is  wanted  to  establish 
it,  namely,  that  such  a  figure  should  really  be  con- 
ceived under  all  those  conditions  on  which  all  objects 
of  experience  depend.  That  which  alone  gives  to 
this  i-onci-pt  tin?  representation  of  the  possibility 
of  such  a  thing,  is  the  fact  that  space  is  a  formal  con- 
dition a  priori  of  all  external  experiences,  and  that  the 
formative  synthesis,  by  which  we  construct  a  triangle 
in  imagination,  should  be  identical  with  that  which 
we  exercise  in  the  apprehension  of  a  phenomenon,  in 
order  to  make  an  empirical  concept  of  it.  And  thus  the 
possibility  of  continuous  quant  it  irs,  nay,  of  all  quanti- 
ties, the  concepts  of  which  are  always  synthetical, 
can  never  be  deduced  from  the  concepts  themselves, 

1  I  li»ve  adopted  Erdmium'n  conjecture,  ait  seiche  Btyriffis  instead 
of  aus  toMtn  Btyrifjfnu 

O  2 


I96  TRANSCEN DENTAL    ANALYTIC. 

but  only  from  them,  ns  formal  conditions  or  determin- 
ations of  objects  in  all  experience.  And  where  indeed 
should  we  look  for  objects,  corresponding  to  our  con- 
cepts, except  in  experience,  by  which  alone  objects 
are  given  us  1  If  we  are  able  to  know  and  deter- 
mine the  possibility  of  things  without  any  previous 
experience,  this  is  only  with  reference  to  those  formal 
conditions  under  which  anything  may  become  an 
object  in  experience.  This  takes  place  entirely  a 
priori,  but  nevertheless  in  constant  reference  to  ex- 
perience, and  within  its  limits. 

The  postulate  concerning  our  knowledge  of  [p.  225] 
the  reality  of  things,  requires  perception,  therefore  sen- 
sation and  consciousness,  not  indeed  immediately  of 
the  object  itself,  the  existence  of  which  is  to  be  known, 
but  yet  of  a  connection  between  it  and  some  real 
perception,  according  to  those  analogies  of  experience 
which  determine  in  general  all  real  combinations  in 
experience. 

In  the  mere  concept  of  a  thing  no  sign  of  its  ex- 
istence can  be  discovered.  For  though  the  concept 
be  ever  so  perfect,  so  that  nothing  should  be  want- 
ing in  it  to  enable  us  to  conceive  the  thing  with 
all  its  own  determinations,  existence  has  nothing  to 
do  with  all  this.  It  depends  only  on  the  question 
whether  such  a  thing  be  given  us,  so  that  its  perception 
1 11 .- 1  y  even  precede  its  concept.  A  concept  preceding  •  ■  x 
perience  implies  its  possibility  only,  while  perception, 
whieli  sup]  lies  the  material  of  a  concept,  is  the  only 
iliaracteristic  of  reality.  It  is  possible  even  before 
the  perception  of  a  thing,  and  therefore,  in  a  certain 
sense,  a  priori,  to   know  its   existence,  provided   it 
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bang  together  with  some  other  peroaptioau,  according 
to  the  principles  of  their  empirical  connection  (analo- 
gies). For  in  that  case  the  existence  of  a  thing  hangs 
together  with  our  perceptions,  at  all  events  in  a  pes- 
sihlr  i  t]  BEMDOOi  and  guided  by  our  analogies  [p.  a  a  6] 
we  can,  starting  from  our  real  experience,  arrive  at 
some  other  thing  in  the  series  of  possible  perceptions. 
Thus  we  know  the  exist,  nee  of  some  magnetic  matter 
vading  all  bodies  from  the  perception  of  the 
attracted  iron  filings,  though  our  organs  are  so  con- 
stituted as  to  lender  an  immediate  perception  of  that 
matter  impossible.  According  to  the  laws  of  sensi- 
bility and  the  texture  of  our  jiereeptions,  we  ought 
in  our  experience  to  arrive  at  an  immediate  empirical 
intuition  of  that  magnetic  matter,  if  only  our  senses 
were  more  acute,  for  their  actual  obtuseness  does 
not  concern  the  form  of  possible  experience.  Wher- 
ever therefore  perception  and  its  train  can  reach, 
according  to  empirical  laws,  there  our  knowledge  also 
of  the  existence  of  things  can  reach.  But  if  we  do 
not  begin  with  experience,  or  do  not  proceed  accord- 
ing to  the  Jaws  of  the  empirical  connection  of  pheno- 
mena, we  are  only  making  a  vain  display,  as  if  we 
could  guess  and  discover  the  existence  of  anything1. 

With  reference  to  the  third  postulate  we  find  that 
it  refers  to  the  material  neccfsity  in  existence,  and 
not  to  the  merely  formal  and  logical  necessity  in  the 
connection  of  concepts.  As  it  is  impossible  that  the 
existence  of  the  objects  of  the  senses  should  ever  be 
known  entirely  u  priori,  though  it  may  be  known  to 
a  certain  extent  a  priori,  namely,  with  reference  to 

'  Sec  Supjdctueut  XXI 
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another  already  given  existence,  and  as  even  [p.  227] 
in  that  case  we  can  only  arrive  at  such  an  existence 
as  must  HOiuehow  be  connected  with  an  experience  of 
which  some  given  perception  forms  a  part,  it  follows 
that  the  necessity  of  existence  can  never  be  known 
from  concepts,  but  only  according  to  general  rules  of 
experience,  and  in  connection  with  what  is  actually 
perceived '.  Then:  is  no  existence  that  can  he  known 
tis  necessary  under  the  condition  of  other  given  phe- 
nomena, except  the  existence  of  effects  from  given 
causes,  according  to  the  laws  of  causality.  It  is  not 
therefore  the  existence  of  things  (substances),  but  tlie 
existence  of  their  state,  of  which  alone  we  can  know 
the  necessity,  and  this  from  other  states  only,  which 
are  given  in  perception,  and  according  to  the  empirical 
laws  of  causality.  Hence  it  follows  that  the  criterium 
of  necessity  can  only  be  found  in  the  law  of  possible 
experience,  viz.  that  everything  that  happens  is,  as  a 
phenomenon,  determined  a  priori  by  its  cause'2.  We 
therefore  know  in  nature  the  necessity  of  those  effects 
only  of  which  the  causes  are  given,  and  the  character 
of  necessity  in  existence  never  goes  beyond  the  field 
of  possible  experience,  and  even  there  it  does  not  ap- 
ply to  the  existence  of  things,  as  substances,  because 
such  substances  can  never  be  looked  upon  as  empi- 
rical effects  or  as  something  that  happens  and  arises. 
Necessity,  therefore,  Jiffects  only  the  relations  [p.  228] 
of  phenomena  according  to  the  dynamical  law  of  caus- 
ality, and  the  possibility,  dependent  upon  it,  of  con- 

'  Inwcrt  man  after  gldehwohl,  and  leave  out  k&nnen  at  the  end 
of  the  sentence. 

'  Read  seine  Uraaclte  iuBtend  of  ihrr. 
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eluding  a  priori  from  a  given  existence  (of  a  cause)  to 
another an'atenoe(tibat  ofan  effect).  Thus  the  principle 
that  everything  which  happens  is  by  pothelically  necee- 
sary.subjects  all  the  changes  in  the  world  to  a  law,  that 
is  to  a  rule  of  necessary  existence,  without  which  there 
vronld  not  even  he  subb  a  thing  as  nature.  Hence  the 
proposition  that  nothing  happens  by  Mind  cliance  {in 
mundo  non  datur  casus)  is  an  a  priori  law  of  nature,  and 
80  is  likewise  the  other,  that  no  necessity  in  nature  is 
a  blind,  hut  always  a  conditional  and  therefore  an  in- 
telligible, necessity  (non  datur  fatum).  I »ot h  t  i 1 
laws  by  which  the  mere  play  of  changes  is  rendered 
subject  to  a  nature  ofllnntjs  (as  phenomena),  or,  what  is 
the  same,  to  thai  unity  of  the  understanding  in  which 
alone  they  1  an  belong  <"  experience,  as  tlm  8J  Ol  lietk.ii 
unity  of  phenomena.  Both  are  dynamical  principles. 
The  former  is  in  reality  a  consequence  of  the  principle 
of  causality  (according  to  the  analogies  of  experience). 
The  latter  is  one  of  the  principles  of  modality,  which 
to  the  determination  of  causality  adds  the  concept 
of  necessity,  which  itself  is  subject  to  a  rule  of  the 
uinli •!  ,.l Boding  The  principle  of  continuity  rendered 
every  break  in  the  series  of  phenomena  (changes)  impos- 
sible (in  mundo  non  datur  saltus),  and  likewise  [fktty] 
any  gap  between  two  phenomena  in  the  whole  of  our 
empirical  intuitions  in  space  (non  datur  hiatus).  For 
so  we  may  express  the  proposition  that  nothing  can 
r  enter  into  uee  to  prove  a  vacuum,  or  even 

to  admit  it  as  a  possible  part  of  empirical  synthe 
For  the  vacuum  which  one  may  conceive  as  outsiuV 
the  field  of  posuble  experience  (the  world),  can  ne 
come  before  the  tribunal  of  the  understanding,  which 
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has  to  decide  on  such  questions  only  as  concern  the 
use  to  be  made  of  given  phenomena  for  empir'n  I 
knowledge.  It  is  in  reality  a  problem  of  that  ideal 
reason  winch  goes  beyond  the  sphere  of  a  possible  ex- 
perience) and  wants  to  form  an  opinion  of  that  which 
surrounds  and  limits  experience,  and  will  therefore 
have  to  be  considered  in  our  transcendental  Dialect  ir. 
With  regard  to  the  four  propositions  (in  mundo  non 
Jatiir  hiatus,  non  datur  saltus,  non  dalur  caeug,non 
duti't- fui tun),  it  would  be  easy  to  represent  each  ot 
them,  as  well  as  all  principles  of  a  transcendental 
Origin,  according  to  the  order  of  the  categories,  and 
thus  to  assign  its  proper  place  to  every  one  of  them. 
Km,  after  what  has  been  said  before,  the  reader  will 
find  it  easy  to  do  this  himself,  and  to  discover  the 
pi. 'per  method  lor  it.  They  all  simply  agree  in  thin, 
that  they  admit  nothing  in  our  empirical  synthesis 
that  would  in  any  way  run  counter  to  the  under- 
standing, and  to  the  continuous  cohesion  of  all  pheno- 
mena, that  is,  to  the  unity  of  its  concepts.  [p.  230] 
For  it  is  the  understanding  alone  through  which  the 
unity  of  experience,  in  which  all  perceptions  must 
have  their  place,  becomes  possible. 

Whether  the  field  of  possibility  be  larger  than  the 
field  whieh  contains  everything  which  is  real,  and 
whether  this  again  lie  larger  than  the  field  of  what 
is  necessary,  an  "lis  full  of  interest  and  admit- 

ting of  a  synthetical  solution,  which  however  must  be 
given  before  the  tribunal  of  reason  only.  They  really 
come  to  this,  whether  all  things,  as  phenomena,  belong 
to  the  sphere  of  one  experience,  of  which  every  given 
perception  forms  a  part,  that  could  not  be  connected 
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with  any  other  phenomena,  or  whether  niy  percep- 
tions can  ever  belong  to  more  than  one  possible  ex- 
perience (in  its  general  connection).  The  under- 
standing in  reality  dOM  i-1  itiung  but  give  to  expe 
rience  a  rule  «  priori,  with  the  subjective  and  formal 
conditions  of  sensibility  and  apperception,  which  alone 
render  experience  possible.    Other  forms  of  intuit 

(different  from  space  and  time),  and  other  forms  of 
the  understanding  (different  from  the  discursive  forms 
of  thought  <>r  conceptual  knowledge),  even  if  tliev 
wire  poaohle,  we  could  in  no  wise  render  conceivable 
or  intelligible  to  ourselves;  and  even  if  we  could, 
they  would  never  belong  to  experience,  the  only  field 
of  knowledge  in  which  objects  are  given  to 
Whether  then  be  Lbere&re  other  perceptions  [p.  231] 
but  those  that  belong  to  our  whole  possible  expe- 
rience, whether  there  be  in  fact  a  completely  new 
field  of  matter,  cm  never  be  determined  by  the  un- 
derstanding, which  is  only  concerned  with  the  syn- 
thesis of  what  is  given. 

The  poverty  of  the  usual  arguments  by  which  we 
construct  a  large  empire  of  possibility  of  which  all 
that  is  real  (the  objects  of  experience)  forms  but 
a  small  segment,  is  but  too  apparent  When  we 
say  that  all  that  is  real  is  possible,  we  arrive,  ac- 
cording to  the  logical  ndes  of  inversion,  at  the  merely 
particular  proposition  that  some  possible  is  real, 
and  thus  seem  to  imply  that  much  is  put*-) 
that  is  not  real  Nay,  it  seems  as  if  wo  might  ex- 
tend the  number  of  things  possible  beyond  that  of 
things  real,  simply  on  the  ground  that  something 
must  be  added  to  the  possible  to  make  it  real     But 
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tin's  addition  to  the  possible  I  cannot  recognise,  because 
what  would  thiw  be  added  to  the  possible,  would  be 
really  the  impossible.  All  that  can  be  added  to  the 
understanding  has  reference  to  the  agreement  with 
the  formal  conditions  of  experience,  i.e.  the  connects  a  I 
with  BOTOe  perception,  and  whatever  is  connected 
with  such  a  perception,  according  to  empirical  lnwa, 
is  real,  though  it  may  not  be  perceived  immediately. 
But  that,  in  constant  connection  with  what  is  given  us 
in  experience,  there  should  be  another  series  [p.  23a] 
of  phenomena,  and  therefore  more  than  one  all-tni- 
bracing  experience,  cannot  possibly  be  concluded  from 
what  is  given  us,  and  still  less,  if  nothing  is  given 
us,  because  nothing  can  be  thought  without  some 
kind  of  material.  What  is  possible  only  under  con- 
ditions which  themselves  are  possible  oidy,  is  not 
possible  in  the  full  sense  of  the  word,  not  therefore 
in  the  sense  in  which  we  ask  whether  the  possibility 
of  things  can  extend  beyond  the  limits  of  expe 
rience. 

I  have  touched  on  these  questions  only  in  order 
to  leave  no  gap  in  what  are  commonly  supposed  to 
be  the  concepts  of  the  understanding.  But  absolute 
possibility  is  really  no  concept  of  the  understanding, 
and  can  never  be  used  empirically,  but  belongs  to 
reason  alone,  which  goes  beyond  all  possible  empirical 
use  of  the  understanding.  We  have  therefore  made 
these  few  critical  remarks  only,  leaving  the  subject 
itself  unexplained  for  the  present. 

And  here,  when  I  am  on  the  point  of  concluding 
this  fourth  number  and  at  the  same  time  the  system 
of  all  principles  of  the  pure  understanding,  I  think 
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ought  to  explain  why  I  call  the  principles  of  mo- 
dality postulates.  I  do  not  take  this  term  in  [p.  233] 
the  senee  which  has  been  given  to  it  by  some  modern 
philosophical  writers,  and  which  is  opposed  to  the 
sense  in  which  mathematicians  take  it,  viz.  that  to 
postulate  should  mean  to  represent  a  proposition  as 
certain  without  proof  or  justification ;  for  if  we  were  to 
admit  with  regard  to  synthetical  propositions,  however 
evident  they  may  appear,  that  they  should  meet  with 
unreserved  applause,  without  any  deduction,  and  on 
their  own  authority  only,  all  criticism  of  the  under- 
standing would  be  at  an  end.  And  as  there  is  no 
lack  of  bold  assertions,  which  public  opinion  does  not 
decline  to  accept,  though  offering  no  proof  of  them. 
our  understanding  would  be  open  to  every  fancy,  and 
could  not  refuse  its  sanction  to  claims  which  demand 
admission  as  real  axioms  in  the  same  confident  fa 
though  without  any  substantial  reasons.  If  there- 
fore a  condition  a  priori  is  to  bo  synthetically  joined 
to  the  concept  of  a  thing,  it  will  be  indispensable  th 
if  not  a  proof,  at  least  a  deduction  legitimacy 

of  such  an  assertion,  should  be  forthcoming. 

The  principles  of  modality,  however,  are  not  objec- 
tively synthetical,  because  the  predicates  of  possibility, 
reality,  and  neces.sity  do  not  in  the  least  increase  the 
concept  of  winch  they  are  predicated,  by  adding  any- 
thing to  its  representation.  But  ai  nevertheless  they 
are  synthetical,  they  are  so  subjectively  only,  [p.  a.34] 
i.e.  they  add  to  the  concept  of  a  (real)  thing,  without 
Indicating  anything  new,  the  peculiar  faculty  of 
knowledge  from  which  it  springs  and  on  which  it 
depends,  so  that,  if  in  the  understanding  tho  concept  is 
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only  connected  with  the  formal  conditions  of  experience, 
its  object,  is  willed  pnw'Lfe;  if  it  is  connected  with  per- 
ception  (sensation  as  the  material  of  the  senses),  and 
through  it  determined  by  the  understanding,  its  ob- 
ject is  called  real;  while,  if  it  is  determined  through 

tin  connection  ,,{'  perceptions,  according  to  concepts, 
its  object  is  called  necessary.  The  prinriplaa  of  mo- 
dality therefore  predicate  nothing  of  a  concept  ex- 
'■  j>t  the  act  of  the  faculty  of  knowledge  by  which  it 
is  produced.  In  mathematics  a  postulate  means  a 
practical  proposition,  containing  nothing  but  a  syn- 
thesis by  which  we  first  give  an  object  to  ourselves 
and  produce  its  concept,  as  if,  for  instance,  we  draw 
8  stele  with  a  given  line  from  a  given  point  in  a 
plane.  Such  a  proposition  cannot  be  proved,  because 
the  process  required  for  it  is  the  same  as  that  by 
which  wo  first  produce  the  concept  of  such  a  figure. 
We  may  therefore  with  the  same  right  postulate 
the  principles  of  modality,  because  they  never  in- 
crease' the  concept  of  a  thing,  but  indicate  the 
manner  only  in  which  the  concept  was  joined  with 
our  faculty  of  knowledge  :.  [p. 

1  No  doubt  by  reality  I  assert  moro  thai)  by  possibility,  but  not 
in  the  thing  itaolf,  which  can  never  contain  more  in  its  reality  than 
what  i»  Contained  in  its  complete  possibility.  While  possibility  is 
only  the  positing  of  u  thing  in  reference  to  the  understanding  (in 
its  empirical  use),  reality  is,  at  the  same  time,  a  connection  of  it 
with  pi'i-i-i 'ption. 

•  Sec  Supplement  XXII. 
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CHAPTER    HI. 

ON  THE  GROUND  OF  DISTINCTION'   OF  ALL  SUBJECTS 
INTO  PH.ENOMKNA    AND  NOUMENA. 

Wk  have  now  not  only  traversed  the  whole  domain 
of  the  pure  understanding  and  carefully  examined 
each  part  of  it,  but  we  have  also  measured  it«  extent, 
and  assigned  to  everything  in  it  its  proper  place. 
This  domain,  however,  is  an  island  and  enclosed  by 
nature  itself  within  limits  that  can  never  be  changed. 
It  is  the  country  of  truth  (a  very  attractive  name), 
but  surrounded  by  a  wide  and  stormy  ocean,  the 
true  home  of  illusion,  where  many  a  fog  bank  and 
ice  that  soon  melts  away  tempt  us  to  believe  in  new 
lands,  while  constantly  deceiving  the  adventurous 
mariner  with  vain  Iiojm-s,  and  involving  [j«.  aj6] 
him  in  adventures  which  he  can  DBVOJ  It •>\. ■.  and  yet 
can  never  bring  to  an  end.  Before  we  venture  our 
selves  on  this  sea,  in  order  to  explore  it  on  every 
side  and  to  find  out  whether  anything  is  to  be  hoped 
for  there,  it  will  bo  useful  to  glam->  more  at  the 

map  of  that  country  which  we  are  about  to  leave,  and 
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to  ask  ourselves,  first,  whether  we  might  not  be  con- 
tent with  what  it  contains,  nay,  whether  we  must 
Dot  be  content  with  it,  supposing  that  there  is  DO 
solid  ground  anywhere  else  on  which  we  could  settle  ; 
secondly,  by  what  title  we  possess  even  that  domain, 
and  may  consider  ourselves  safe  against  all  hostile 
claims.  Although  we  have  sufficiently  answered  these 
questions  in  the  course  of  the  analytic,  a  summary 
recapitulation  of  their  solutions  may  help  to  strengthen 
our  conviction,  by  uniting  all  arguments  in  one  point. 

<We  have  seen  that  the  understanding  possesses 
everything  which  it  draws  from  itself,  without  bor- 
rowing from  experience,  for  no  other  purpose  but  for 
experience.  The  principles  of  the  pure  understand- 
ing, whether  constitutive  a  priori  (as  the  mathe- 
iiKttical)  or  simply  regidative  (as  the  dynamical), 
contain  nothing  but,  as  it  were,  the  pure  schema  of 
possible  experience  ;  for  that  experience  de-  [p.  »3"] 
rives  it«  unity  from  that  synthetical  unity  alone  which 
the  understanding  originally  and  spontaneously  im- 
parts to  the  synthesis  of  imagination,  as  applied  to 
apperception,  and  to  which  all  phenomena,  as  data 
of  a  possible  experience,  must  conform  a  priori. 
But,  although  these  rules  of  the  understanding  are 
not  only  true  a  priori,  but  the  very  source  of  all 
truth,  that  is,  of  the  agreement  of  our  knowledge  with 
objects,  because  containing  the  conditions  of  the  pos- 
sibility of  experience,  as  the  complete  sphere  of  all 
knowledge  in  which  objects  can  bo  given  to  us, 
nevertheless  we  do  not  seem  to  be  content  with 
hearing  only  what  is  true,  but  want  to  know  a  great 
deal  more.     If  therefore  this  critical  investigation 
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does  uot  teach  us  any  more  than  what,  even  without 
such    subtle    researches,  we   should    have   practised 
ourselves  in  the  purely  empirical  U6e  of  the  under- 
standing, it  would  seem  as  if  the  advantages  derived 
In  in)     it    were    hardly    worth     the    labour.       One 
might    reply    that    nothing    would    be    more    pM 
judicial  to  the  enlargement  of  our  knowledge  than 
that  curiosity  which,  before  entering  upon  any  re- 
searches, wishes  to  know  beforehand  the  advantages 
likely  to  accrue  from  thi'in,  though  quite  unable  as 
yet  to  form  the  least  conception  of  such  advantages, 
even  though  they  were  placed  before  our  eyes.  There 
is,  however,  one   advantage   in    this   transcendental 
investigation  which  can  be  rendered  intelli-     [p.  238] 
gible,  nay,  even  attractive  to  the  most  troublesome 
and  reluctant  apprentice,  namely  this,  that  the  un- 
derstanding confined  to  its  empirical  use  only  and 
unconcerned  with  regard  to  the  sources  of  its  own 
knowledge,  may  no   doubt  fare  very  well  in  other 
respects,  but  can  never  determine  for  itself  the  limits 
of  its  own  use  and  know  what  is  inside  or  outside 
its  own  sphere.     It  is  for  that  purpose  that  such  pro- 
found investigations  are  required  as  we  have  just  in- 
stituted.   If  the  understanding  cannot  decide  whether 
certain  questions  lie  within  its  own  horizon  or  not, 
it  can  never  feel  certain  with  regard  to  its  claims 
and  possessions,  but  must  be  prepared  for  many  hu- 
miliating corrections,  when  constantly  transgressing, 
as  it  certainly  will,  the  limits  of  its  own  domain,  and 
losing  iteelf  in  follies  and  fancies. 
f    That  the  understanding  cannot  make  any  but  an 
/  empirical,  and  never  a  transcendental,  use  of  all  its 
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principles  a  priori,  nay,  of  all  its  concepts,  is  a  pro- 
position which,  it'  thoroughly  understood,  leads  indeed 
to  most  important  consequences.     What  we  call  the 
transcendental  use  of  a  concept  in  any  proposition 
is  its   being  referred  to  things  in  general   and   to 
things  by  themselves,  while  its  empirical  use  refers 
to  phenomena   only,  that  is,  to  objects  ><\'  a   possible 
experience.     That  the  latter  use  alone  is  admissible 
will  be  clear  from  the  following  considera-    [p.  a.39] 
tions.     What  is  required  for  every  concept  is,  first, 
the  logical  form  of  a  concept  (of  thought)  in  general  ; 
and,  secondly,  the  possibility  of  an  object  to  whieh 
it  refers.     Without  the  latter,  it  has  no  sense,  ami  1 
entirely    empty,    though    it    may   still    contain    the 
logical  function  by  which  a  concept  can  be  formed 
out  of  any  data.     The  only  way  in  which  an  object 
can  be  given  to  a  concept  is  in  intuition,  and  though 
a  pure  intuition  is  possible  a  priori  .and  before  the 
object*  yet  even  that  pure  intuition  can  receive  ita 
object,  and  with    it   its  ..bjoclive   validity.  h\   an    em 
pirical  intuition  only,  of  which  it  is  itself  nothing  but 
the  form.     All  concepts,  therefore,  and  with  them  all 
principles,  though  they  may  l>e    possible  a  priori, 
refer  nevertheless  to  empirical   intuitions,  that  is,  to 
data  of  a  possible  experience.     Without  this,  they 
can  claim  no  objective  validity,  but  are  a  mere  play, 
whether  of  the  imagination  or  of  the  understanding 
with  their  respective  representations.     Let  us  take 
the   concepts   of  mathematics    as    an  example,   and, 
first,  with  regard  to  pure  intuitions.     Although  such 
principles  as  'space  has  three  dimensions,"  'between 
two  points  there  can  be  only  one  straight  line,'  as 
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,1 11  as  the  re  presentation  of  the  object  with  which 
that  science  is  occupied,  may  be  produced  in  the  mind 
a  priori,  they  would  have  no  meaning,  if  we  [p.  no] 
were  not  able  at  all  times  to  show  their  meaning 
as  applied  to  phenomena  (empirical  objects).  It  is  for 
this  reason  that  an  abstract  concept  is  required  to  be 
made  sensuous,  that  is,  that  its  corresponding  object 
is  required  to  be  shown  in  intuition,  because,  without 
this,  the  Qonospt  (as  people  say)  is  without  aense, 
that  is,  without  meaning.  Mathematics  fulfil  this 
requirement  by  the  construction  of  the  figure,  which 
is  a  phenomenon  present  to  the  senses  (although  con- 
structed a  priori).  In  the  same  science  the  ooDoept 
of  quantity  finds  its  support  and  sense  in  number ; 
1  this  in  turn  in  the  fingers,  the  beads  of  the 
abacus,  or  in  strokes  and  points  which  can  be  pre- 
sented to  the  eyes.  The  concept  itself  was  produced 
a  priori,  together  with  all  the  synthetical  principles 
■  >r  formula  which  can  be  derived  from  such  con- 
cepts; but  their  use  and  their  relation  to  objects 
can  nowhere  be  found  except  in  experience,  of  which 
those  concepts  contain  a  priori  the  (formal)  possi- 
bility only. 

That  this  is  the  case  with  all  categories  and  with 
all  the  principles  drawn  from  thorn,  becomes  evident 
from  tho  fact  that  we  could  DOt  define  any  one  of 
them,  without  at  once  having  recourse  to  the  con- 
ditions of  sensibility  or  the  form  of  phenomena,  to 
which,  as  their  only  possible  objects,  these  categories 
must  necessarily  be  restricted,  it  l*ing  impus-  [p.  141] 
sible,  if  we  take  awav  these  conditions,  to  assign  to 
them  any  meaning,  that  is,  any  relation  to  an  object, 

VOL.  11.  v 
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or  to  make  it  intelligible  to  ourselves  by  any  ex- 
ample what  kind  of  tiling  could  be  intended  by  such 
concepts. 

[When  representing  the  table  of  the  categories,  we 
dispensed  with  the  definition  of  every  one  of  them,  be- 
cause at  that  time  it  seemed  unnecessary  for  our  pur- 
pose, which  concerned  their  syntlutical  use  only,  and 
because  entailing  responsibilities  which  we  were  not 
bound  to  incur.  This  was  not  a  mere  excuse,  but  a  very 
important  prudential  rule,  viz.  not  to  rush  into  de- 
finitions and  to  attempt  or  pretend  completeness  or 
precision  in  the  definition  of  a  concept,  when  one  or 
other  of  its  characteristic  marks  is  sufficient  without  a 
complete  enumeration  of  all  that  constitute  the  whole 
concept.  Now,  however,  we  can  perceive  that  this 
caution  had  even  a  deeper  ground,  namely,  that  we 
could  not  have  defined  them,  even  if  we  had  wished1; 
for,  if  we  remove  all  conditions  of  sensibility,  [p.  n  2] 
which  distinguish  them  as  the  concepts  of  a  possible 
empirical  use,  and  treat  them  as  concepts  of  things  in 
geneial  (therefore  as  of  transcendental  use),  nothing 
remains  but  to  regard  the  logical  function  in  judg- 
ments as  the  condition  of  the  possibility  of  the  things 
themselves,  without  the  slightest  indication  as  to 
where  they  could  have  their  application  and  their 
object,  or  how  they  could  have  any  meaning  or  objec- 

1  Uy  a  substantial  definition  1  understand  one  which  not  only  put* 
in  place  of  the  name  of  a  thing  other  and  more  intelligible  words, 
In 1 1  that  which  contains  a  clear  mark  by  which  the  object  (drfini- 
lum)  can  at  all  times  1*  safely  recognised,  and  by  which  the  defined 
concept  becomes  practically  useful.  A  real  definition  must  there- 
fore render  clear  the  concept  itself,  and  its  objective*  reality  also. 
Of  this  kind  art'  the  mathematical  explanations  which  represent  an 
object  in  intuition,  according  to  its  concept. 
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[tive  validity  in  the  pure  understanding,  apart  from 
sensibility'.] 

No  one  can  explain  the  concept  of  quantity  in 
general,  except,  it  may  be,  by  saying  that  it  is  the 
determination  of  an  object,  by  which  we  may  know 
how  many  times  the  one  is  supposed  to  exist  in  it 
But  this  '  how  man v  times  '  is  based  on  successive 
repetition,  that  is  on  time,  and  on  the  synthesis  in 
it  of  the  homogeneous. 

Reality,  again,  can  only  be  explained  in  opposition 
to  a  negation,  if  we  think  of  time  (as  containing  all 
being)  being  either  filled  or  empty. 

Were  I  to  leave  out  permanence  (\\  hioh  means  ex- 
istence at  all  times),  nothing  would  remain  of  my  con- 
cept of  substance  but  the  logical  raprMSStatiOD  of 
a  subject  which  1  think  I  can  realise  by  imagining 
something  which  is  a  subject  only,  without  [p.  24.?] 
being  a  predicate  of  anything.  But  in  this  case  we 
should  not  only  be  ignorant  of  all  conditions  un 
which  this  logic*]  distinction  re  mid  belong  to  any- 
thing, but  we  should  be  unable  to  make  any  use  of 
it  or  draw  any  conclusions  from  it,  because  no  object 
is  thus  determined  for  the  use  of  this  concept,  and  no 
ono  can  tell  whether  such  a  concept  has  any  meaning 
at  all. 

Of  the  cni]iv|,;  of  cause  also  (if  I  leave  out  time,  in 
which  something  follows  on  something  else  by  rule) 
I  should  find  no  more  in  the  pure  category  than 
that  it  is  something  which  enables  us  to  conclude 
the  existence  of  something  else,  bo  that  it  would  not 
only  lje  impossible  to  distinguish  cause  and  effect 

1  RcjuI  nimmt  inkt««d  of  neJimni,  mid  fount*  iiut<*J  of  kOnne. 
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from  each  Other,  but  the  concept  of  cause  would 
possess  no  indication  as  to  how  it  can  be  applied 
to  any  object,  because,  in  order  to  form  any  such 
conclusion,  certain  conditions  require  to  be  known 
of  which  the  concept  itself  tells  us  nothing.     The 

so-called  priuciple  that  everything  contingent  has 

a  cause,  comes  no  doubt  before  us  with  great  solem- 
nity and  self-assumed  dignity.  If  I  ask  what  you 
understand  by  contingent,  you  answer, 
of  which  the  non-existence  is  possible.  But  how  can 
you  know  this  possibility  of  non-existence,  if  you  do 
imt.  represent  to  yourselves,  in  the  series  of  phe- 
nomena, some  kind  of  succession,  and  in  it  an  exist- 
ence that  follows  upon  non-existence  (or  vice  versa), 
and  consequently  a  change?  To  say  that  the  non- 
existence of  a  thing  is  not  self-contradictory  [p.  244] 
is  but  a  lame  appeal  to  a  logical  condition  which, 
though  it  is  necessary  for  the  concept,  yet  is  by  no 
means  sufficient  for  its  real  possibility.  I  can  per- 
fectly well  remove  in  thought  every  existing  sub- 
stance, without  contradicting  myself,  but  I  can  by 
no  means  conclude  from  this  as  to  its  objective  con- 
tingency in  its  existence,  that  is,  the  possibility  of 
its  non-existence  in  itself. 

As  regards  the  concept  of  community,  it  is  easy  to 
see  that,  as  the  pure  categories  of  substance  and 
causality  admit  of  no  explanation  that  would  deter- 
mine their  object,  neither  could  such  an  explanation 
apply  to  the  reciprocal  causality  in  the  relation  of 
substances  to  each  other  (commercium). 

As  to  possibility,  existence,  and  necessity,  no  one 
has  yet  been  able  to  explain  them,  except  by  a  ma- 
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nifest  tautology,  so  long  as  their  definition  is  to 
bo  exclusively  drawn  from  the  pure  understanding. 
To  substitute  the  transcendental  possibility  of  things 
(when  an  object  corresponds  to  a  concept)  for 
logical  possibility  of  tbo  concept  (when  the  concept 
does  not  contradict  itself)  is  a  quibble  such  as  con  1.1 
deceive  and  satisfy  the  inexperienced  only. 

[It  seems  to  be  something  strange  and  even  illo- 
gical '  that  there  should  be  a  concept  which  must 
been  a  meaning,  and  yet  is  incapable  of  any  ex- 
planation. But  the  case  of  these  categories  is  pe- 
culiar, because  it  is  only  by  means  of  the  general 
sensuous  condition  that  they  can  acquire  a  definite 
meaning,  and  a  reference  to  any  objects.  That  [p.  245] 
condition  being  left  out  in  the  pure  category,  it 
follows  that  it  can  contain  nothing  but  the  logical 
function  by  which  the  manifold  is  brought  into  a 
concept.  By  means  of  this  function,  that  i  the 
pure  form  of  the  concept,  nothing  Cfto  1«-  known 
and  distinguished  as  to  any  object  lielonging  to  it, 
because  the  sensuous  condition  under  which  alone 
objects  can  belong  to  it,  has  been  removed.  Thus 
we  see  that  the  categories  require,  besides  the  pure 
concept  of  the  understanding,  certain  determina- 
tions of  their  application  to  sensibility  in  general 
(schemata).  Without  them,  they  would  not  be  con- 
cepts by  which  an  object  can  be  known  and  dis- 
tinguished from  other  objects,  but  only  so  many  ways 
of  thinking  an  object  for  possible   intuitions,  and 


'  The  |*Magr  from  'It  wenw  to  be '  to  '  ul.j.x'Uvr  ouncvpta '  u  l«A 
out  in  tbe  Second  Edition,  iui<]  replaced  by  »  «b»rt  note,  arc  Supple- 
ment Will. 
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giving  to  it,  according  to  one  of  the  functions  of  the 
understanding,  its  meaning  (certain  requisite  condi- 
tions bong  given).  They  are  needed  to  define  an  ob- 
ject, and  cannot  there f  -re.  lie  defined  themselves.  The 
logical  functions  of  judgments  in  general,  namely, 
unity  and  plurality,  assertion  and  negation,  subject 
;iml  predicate,  cannot  be  defined  without  arguing  in 
a  circle,  because  the  definition  would  itself  be  a  judg- 
ment and  contain  these  very  functions.  The  pUM 
categories  are  nothing  but  representations  of  things 
in  general,  so  far  as  the  manifold  in  intuition  must  be 
thought  by  one  or  the  other  of  these  functions.  Thus, 
magnitude  is  the  determination  which  can  only  be 
thought  by  a  judgment  possessing  quantity  [p.  246] 
(judicium  commune);  reality, the  determination  which 
can  only  be  thought  by  an  affirmative  judgment ; 
while  substance  is  that  which,  in  regard  to  intuition, 
must  be  the  last  subject  of  all  other  determinations. 
With  all  this  it  remains  perfectly  undetermined,  what 
kind  of  things  they  may  be  with  regard  to  which  we 
liave  to  use  one  rather  than  another  of  these  func- 
tions, so  that,  without  the  condition  of  sensuous 
intuition,  for  which  they  supply  the  synthesis,  tbfl 
categories  have  no  relation  to  any  definite  object, 
cannot  define  any  object,  and  consequently  have  not 
the  validity  of  objective  concepts.] 

From  this  it  follows  incontestably,  that  the  pure 
concepts  of  the  understanding  never  admit  of  a  tran- 
scendental, but  only  of  an  empirical  use,  and  that  the 
principles  of  the  pure  understanding  can  only  be  re- 
ferred, as  general  conditions  of  a  possible  experience, 
to  objects  of  the  senses,  never  to  tilings  by  themselves 
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(without  regard  to  the  manner  in  which  we  have  to 
look  at  them). 

Transcendental  Analytic  has  therefore  yielded  us 
this  important  result,  that  the  understanding  a  priori 
can  never  do  more  than  anticipate  the  form  of  a  pos- 
sible experience ;  and  as  nothing  can  be  an  object  of 
experience  except  the  phenomenon,  it  follows  that 
the  understanding  can  never  go  beyond  the  limits  of 
sensibility,  within  which  alone  objects  are  given  to 
us.  Its  principles  arc  principles  for  the  ex-  [p.  847] 
hibition  of  phenomena  only ;  and  the  proud  name  of 
Ontology,  which  presumes  to  supply  in  a  systematic 
form  different  kinds  of  synthetical  knowledge  a  priori 
of  things  by  themselves  (for  instance  the  principle  of 
causality),  must  be  replaced  by  the  more  modest  name 
of  a  mere  Analytic  of  the  pure  understanding. 

Thought  is  the  act  of  referring  a  given  intuition  to 
an  object.  If  the  mode  of  such  intuition  is  not  gn  1 
the  object  is  called  transcendental,  and  the  concept  of 
the  understanding  admits  then  of  a  transcendental 
use  only,  in  producing  a  unity  in  the  thought  of  the 
manifold  iu  general.  A  pure  category  therefore,  in 
which  every  condition  of  sensuous  intuition,  the  only 
one  that  is  possible  for  us,  is  left  out,  cannot  deter- 
mine an  object,  but  only  the  thought  of  an  object  in 
general,  according  to  different  modes.  If  we  want  to 
use  a  concept,  we  require  in  addition  some  function 
of  the  faculty  of  judgment,  by  which  an  object 
subsumed  under  a  concept,  consequently  the  at  least 
formal  condition  under  which  something  can  be  given 
in  intuition.  If  this  condition  of  the  faculty  of  judg- 
ment (schema)  is  wanting,  all  subeumptiou  is  impoa- 
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sible,  because  nothing  is  given  that  could  be  subsumed 
under  the  concept.  The  purely  transcendental  ux-of 
(In-  categories  therefore  is  in  reality  of  no  use  at  all, 
{tad  has  no  definite  or  evon,  with  regard  to  its  form 
only,  definable  object.  Hence  it  follows  that  [p.  348] 
a  pure  category  is  not  fit  for  any  synthetical  a  priori 
principle,  and  that  the  principles  of  the  pure  under- 
standing admit  of  empirical  only,  never  of  transcen- 
dental application,  Day,  that  no  synthetical  principles 
a  priori  are  possible  beyond  the  field  of  possible  ex- 
perience. 

It  might  therefore  be  advisable,  to  express  ourselves 
in  the  following  way  :  the  pure  categories,  without 
the  formal  conditions  of  sensibility,  have  a  transcen- 
dental diameter  only,  but  do  not  admit  of  any  faafi- 
sei  ndeiital  use,  beeause  Midi  use  in  itself  is  impossible, 
as  the  categories  are  deprived  of  all  the  conditions  of 
being  used  in  judgments,  that  is,  of  the  formal  con- 
ditions of  the  -iib-uniption  of  any  possible  object 
under  these  concepts.  As  therefore  (as  pure  catego- 
ries) they  are  not  meant  to  be  used  empirically,  and 
cannot  Ire  used  transcendentally,  they  admit,  if  sepa- 
rated from  sensibility,  of  no  use  at  all ;  that  is,  they 
cannot  be  applied  to  any  possible  object,  and  are 
nothing  but  the  pure  form  of  the  use  of  the  under- 
standing with  reference  to  objects  in  general,  and  to 
thought,  without  ever  enabling  us  to  think  or  deter 
mine  any  object  by  their  means  alone. 

[Appearances',  so  far  as  they  are  thought  as  objects 
under  the  unity  of  the  categories,  are  called  pheno- 

1  TIjl-  |iiissugo  from  'appearances'  to  'given  to  me  in  intuition' 
i»  left,  .<ut  la  (be Second  Kdition,  and  replaced  by  Supplement  XXIV. 
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[mena.     But  if  I  admit  things  which  are    [p.  *49] 

objects  of  the  understanding  only,  and  neverth.'l.-ss 
can  be  given  as  objects  of  uu  intuition,  though  not  of 
sensuous  intuition  (as  coram  intuitu  intel)ectuali),such 
tilings  would  be  called  K"-uiiu-i\a  (intelligibilial. 

One  might  feel  inclined  to  think  that  the  concept 
of  Phenomena,  as  limited  by  the  transcendental 
(esthetic,  suggested  by  itself  the  objective  reality  of 
the  Noumena,  and  justified  a  division  of  objects  iuto 
phenomena  and  noumena,  and  consequently  of  the 
world  into  a  sensit'l.  :umI  uit.U'igible  world  (tumulus 
sen&ibilis  et  intelligibilis)  ;  and  this  in  such  u  way 
that  the  distinction  between  the  two  should  not  refer 
to  the  logical  form  only  of  a  more  or  less  clear  know- 
ledge of  one  and  the  same  object,  but  to  a  difference 
in  their  original  presentation  to  our  knowledge,  which 
makes  them  to  differ  from  each  other  in  kind.  For 
if  the  Benses  only  represent  to  us  something  as  it  an 
pears,  that  something  must  itself  be  a  thing  by  itself, 
and  an  object  of  a  non  us  intuition,  i.  e,  of  the 

understanding.  There  must  be  a  kind  of  knowledge 
in  which  there  is  no  sensibility,  and  which  alone 
possesses  absolute  objective  reality,  representing  ob- 
jects as  they  are,  while  through  the  empirical  use  of 
our  understanding  we  know  things  only  as  they 
appear.  Hence  it  would  seem  to  follow  [|..  750] 
that,  beside  the  empirical  use  of  the  categories  (limited 
by  sensuous  conditions),  there  was  another  one.  pure 
and  yet  ol>ji .  li, i  \  «. .1 1  id,  and  that  we  could  not  say, 
as  we  have  hit  1 1  that  our  knowledge  of  the 

pure  understanding  Contained  nothing  but  principles 
G  -r  the  exhibition  of  phenomeuu,  which,  even  a  priori, 
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[could  not  apply  to  anything  but  the  formal  possibility 
of  experience.  Here,  in  fact,  quite  a  new  field  would 
seem  to  be  opened,  a  world,  as  it  were,  realised  in 
thought  (nay,  according  to  some,  even  in  intuition), 
which  would  be  a  more,  and  not  a  less,  worthy  object 
for  the  pure  understanding. 

All  our  n-|  indentations  are  no  doubt  referred  by 
the  understanding  to  some  sort  of  object,  and  as  phe- 
nomena are  nothing  but.  representations,  the  under- 
standing refers  them  to  a  something,  as  the  object  of 
our  sensuous  intuition,  this  something  being  however 
the  transcendental  object  only.  This  means  a  some- 
thing c<|u:il  to  .',  of  which  we  do  not,  nay,  with  the 
present  constitution  of  our  understanding,  cannot 
know  anytiung,  but  which1  can  only  serve,  as  a  0OT- 
n  latum  of  the  unity  of  apperception,  for  the  unity  of 
the  manifold  in  sensuous  intuition,  by  means  of  which 
the  understanding  unites  the  manifold  into  the  con- 
cept of  an  object.  This  transcendental  object  canin't 
be  separated  from  the  sensuous  data,  because  in  that 
case  nothing  would  remain  by  which  it  could  [p.  J5'] 
be  thought.  It  is  not  therefore  an  object  of  know- 
ledge in  itself,  but  only  the  representation  of  pheno- 
mena, under  the  concept  of  an  object  in  general, 
which  can  be  denned  by  the  manifold  of  sensuous 
intuition. 

For  this  very  reason  the  categories  do  not  repre- 
sent a  peculiar  object,  given  to  the  understanding  only, 
but  serve  oidy  to  define  the  transcendental  object 
(the  concept  of  something  in  general)  by  that  which 
is  given  us  through  the  senses,  in  order  thus  to  know 
1  Rend  mleltes  iustai-l  of  wicker. 
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[1  inpirically    phenomena     under    the    concepts     of 
objects. 

What  then  in  the  cause  why  people,  not  satisfied 
with  the  substratum  of  sensibility,  have  added  to  the 
phenomena  the  noumena,  which  the  understanding 
only  is  supposed  to  be  able  to  realise?    It  is  this, 
that  sensibility  and  its  sphere,  that  is  the  sphere  of 
phenomena,  is  so  limited  by  the  understanding  itself 
that  it  should  not  refer  to  things  by  themselves,  but 
only  to  the  mode  in  which  things  appear  to  us,  in 
accordance  with   our  own   subjective  qualification. 
This   was  the    result   of  the   whole    transcendental 
aesthetic,  and  it  really  follows  quite  naturally  from    # 
the  concept  of  a  phenomenon   in  general,  that  BOOM 
thing  must  correspond  to  it,  which  in  itself  is  not  al/ 
phenomenon,  because  a  phenomenon  cannot  be  any-/ 
thing  by  itself,  apart  from  our  mode  of  repre-  [p.  251} 
Mutation.    Unless  therefore  we  are  to  move  in  a  con- 
stant circle,  we  must  admit  that  the  very  word  pheno- 
menon indicates  a  relation  to  something  the  immediate 
representation  of  which  is  no  doubt  sensuous,  but 
which  nevertheless,  even  without  this  qualification  of 
our  sensibility  (on  which  the  form  of  our  intuition  is 
founded)  must  be  something  by  itself,  that  is  an  object 
iudejH-ndent  of  our  sensibility. 

Hence  arises  the  concept  of  a  noumenon,  which 
however  is  not  positive,  nor  a  definite  knowledge  of 
anything,  but  which  implies  only  the  thinking  of 
something,  without  taking  any  account  of  the  form 
of  sensuous  intuition.  But  in  order  that  a  nou- 
menon may  signify  a  real  object  that  can  be  distin- 
guished from  all  phenomena,  it  is  not  enough  tliat  I 
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[should  free  my  thought  of  all  conditions  of  sensuous 
intuition,  but  I  must  besides  have  some  reason  for 
admitting  another  kind  of  intuition  he-sides  the  son- 
80008,  in  which  such  an  object  can  be  given  ;  other- 
wise my  thought  would  be  empty,  however  free  it  may 
be  from  contradictions.  I(  is  true  that  we  wore  nut 
able  to  prove  that  the  sensuous  is  the  only  possible 
intuition,  though  it  is  so  for  us :  but  neither  could 
we  prove  that  another  kind  of  intuition  was  pos- 
sible :  .iiul  although  our  thought  may  take  no  account 
of  that  sensibility,  the  question  always  remains 
whether.  ;iit,.  i  ih.it,  it  is  not  a  mere  form  of  [p.  153] 
a  concept,  and  whether  any  real  object  would  thus  be 
left. 

The  object  to  which  I  refer  any  phenomenon  is  a 
transcendental  object,  that  is,  the  entirely  indefinite 
thought  of  sometliing  in  general.  This  cannot  be 
allied  the  noumenon,  for  I  know  nothing  of  wliat  it  is 
by  itself,  and  have  no  conception  of  it,  except  as  the 
object  of  some  sensuous  intuition,  which  would  be 
indifferent  for  all  phenomena.  I  cannot  lay  hold  of 
it  by  any  of  the  categories,  for  these  are  valid  for  em- 
pirical intuitions  only,  in  order  to  bring  them  under 
the  concept  of  an  object  in  general.  A  pure  use  of 
the  categories  is  no  doubt  possible.tli.it  is,  not  sell-con- 
tradictory, but  it  has  no  kind  of  objective  validih , 
bee:  in  si-  if  refers  to  no  intuition  to  which  it  is  meant 
to  impart  the  unity  of  an  object.  The  categories  re- 
main for  ever  mere  functions  of  thought  by  which 
no  object  can  be  given  to  me,  but  by  which  I  can  only 
think  whatever  may  be  given  to  me  in  intuition.] 

If  all  thought  (by  means  of  categories)  is  taken 
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away  from  empirical  knowledge,  no  knowledge  of 
any  object  remains,  because  nothing  can  be  thought 
by  mere  intuition,  and  the  mere  fact  that  there  is 
within  me  au  affection  of  my  sensibility,  establishes 
in  uo  way  any  relation  of  such  a  representation  to 
any  object.  If,  on  the  contrary,  all  intuition  is 
taken  away,  there  always  remains  the  form  [p.  254] 
of  thought,  that  is,  the  mode  of  determining  an 
object  tor  the  manifold  of  a  possible  intuition.  In 
this  sense  the  categories  may  be  said  to  extend 
further  than  •<  i^uous  intuition,  because  they  can 
think  objects  in  general  without  any  regard  to  the 
special  mode  of  sensibility  in  which  they  may  be 
given  ;  but  they  do  not  thus  prove  a  larger  sphere 
of  objects,  because  we  cannot  admit  that  such  objects 
can  be  given,  without  admitting  the  possibility  of 
some  other  but  sensuous  intuition,  for  which  we  have 
no  right  whatever. 

I  call  a  concept  problematic,  if  it  is  not  self-con- 
tradictory, and  if,  as  limiting  other  concepts,  it  is 
connected  with  other  kinds  of  knowledge,  while 
its  objective  reality  cannot  be  known  in  any  way. 
Now  the  concept  of  a  noumenon,  that  is  of  ■  thing 
which  can  never  be  thought  as  an  object  of  the 
senses,  but  only  as  a  thing  by  itself  (by  the  pure 
understanding),  is  not  self-contradictory,  because  wo 
cannot  maintain  that  sensibility  is  the  only  form 
of  intuition.  That  concept  is  also  necessary,  to 
prevent  sensuous  intuition  from  extending  to  things 
by  themselves  ;  that  is,  in  order  to  limit  the  objective 
validity  of  sensuous  knowledge  (for  all  the  rest  to 
which  sensuous  intuition  does  not  extend  is    [p.  155] 
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called  noumcuon,  for  the  very  purpose  of  showing  that 
sensuous  knowledge  cannot  extend  its  domain  over 
everything  that  can  he  thought  by  the  understanding). 
But,  after  all,  we  cannot  understand  the  possibility 
of  such  noutnena,  and  whatever  lies  beyond  the  sphere 
of  phenomena  is  (to  us)  empty ;  that  is,  we  liave  an 
understanding  which  problematically  extends  beyond 
that  sphere,  but  no  intuition,  nay  not  even  the  con- 
ception of  a  possible  intuition,  by  which,  outside  the 
field  of  sensibility,  objects  could  be  given  to  us,  and 
our  understanding  could  extend  beyond  that  sensi- 
bility in  its  assertory  use.  The  concept  of  a  noume- 
non  is  therefore  merely  limitative,  and  intended  to 
keep  the  claims  of  sensibility  within  proper  bounds, 
therefore  of  negative  use  only.  But  it  is  not  a  mere 
arbitrary  fiction,  but  closely  connected  with  the 
limitation  of  sensibility,  though  incapable  of  adding 
anything  positive  to  the  sphere  of  the  senses. 

A  real  division  of  objects  into  phenomena  and  nou- 
raena.  ami  of  the  world  into  a  sensible  and  intelli- 
gible world,  is  therefore  quite  inadmissible,  although 
QOQOeptB  may  very  well  be  divided  into  sensuous  and 
intelligible.  No  objects  con  be  assigned  to  noutnena, 
nor  can  they  be  represented  as  objectively  valid.  If 
we  drop  the  senses,  how  are  we  to  make  it  con-  [p.  256] 
ceivable  that  our  categories  (which  would  be  the  only 
remaining  concepts  for  noumena)  have  any  meaning 
at  all,  considering  that,  in  order  to  refer  them  to  any 
object,  something  more  must  be  given  than  the  mere 
unity  of  thought,  namely  a  possible  intuition,  to  which 
the  categories  could  be  applied?  With  all  this  the 
concept  of  a  noumenon,  if  taken  as   problematical 
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only,  remains  not  only  admissible,  but.  as  a  concept 
to  limit  the  sphere  of  sensibility,  iri.lispt-nsable.  In 
this  case,  however,  it  is  not  a  purely  intelligible 
ohjeci  for  our  understanding,  but  an  understanding 
to  which  it  could  belong  is  itself  a  problem,  if 
we  ask  how  it  could  know  an  object.  Dot  dis- 
cursively by  means  of  categories,  but  intuitively,  Bad 
yet  in  a  non-sensuous  intuition, — a  process  of  which 
we  could  not  understand  even  the  bare  possibility. 
Our  understanding  thus  acquires  a  kind  of  negative 
extension,  that  is,  it  does  not  become  itself  limited  by 
sensibility,  but,  on  the  contrary,  limits  it,  by  calling 
things  by  themselves  (not  considered  as  phenomena) 
noumena.  In  doing  this,  it  immediately  proceeds 
to  prescribe  limits  to  itself,  by  admitting  that  it 
cannot  know  these  noumena  by  means  of  the  cate- 
gories, but  can  only  think  of  them  under  the  name  of 
something  unknown. 

In  the  writings  of  modern  philosophers,  however,  I 
meet  with  a  totally  different  use  of  the  (emu  of 
viundus  sensibilis  and  intelligibilia1,  totally  different 
from  the  meaning  assigned  to  these  terms  by  the 
ancients.  Here  all  difficulty  seems  to  dis-  [p.  157] 
appear.  But  the  fact  is,  that  there  remains  nothing 
but  mere  word-mongery.  In  accordance  with  this, 
some  peoj'i  lieen  pleased  to  call  the  whole  of 

phenomena,  so  far  as  they  are  aeon,  the  world  of 
MDM  .  I'Ut  so  tin  :is  tlieir  connection.  lOOOVding  to 
general  laws  of  the  understanding,  is  taken  into 
account,  the  world  of  the  understanding.   Theoretical 

1  An  additional  note  in  the  Second  Edition  is  given  in  Supplement 
XXV. 
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astronomy,  winch  only  teaches  the  actual  observation 
df  the  starry  heavens,  would  represent  the  former; 
contemplative  astronomy,  on  the  contrary  (taught 
according  to  the  Copurnican  system,  or,  it  may  be, 
according  to  Newton's  laws  of  gravitation),  the  latter, 
namely,  a  purely  intelligible  world.  But  this  twisting 
of  words  is  a  mere  sophistical  excuse,  in  order  to  avoid 
a  troublesome  question,  by  changing  its  meaning 
according  to  one's  own  convenience.  Understanding 
and  reason  may  be  applied  to  phenomena,  but  it  is 
way  questionable  whether  tbey  can  be  applied  at  all 
to  an  object  which  is  not  a  phenomenon,  but  a  BOtt- 
menon  ;  and  it  is  this,  when  the  object  is  represented 
as  purely  intelligible,  that  is,  as  given  to  the  under- 
standing only,  and  not  to  the  senses.  The  question 
therefore  is  whether,  besides  the  empirical  use  of  the 
understanding  (even  in  the  Newtonian  view  of  the 
world),  a  transcendental  use  hi  possible,  referring  to 
the  noumenon,  as  its  object ;  and  that  question  we 
have  answered  decidedly  in  the  negative. 

When  we  therefore  say  that  the  senses  [p.  358] 
represent  objects  to  us  as  they  appear  and  the 
understanding  as  they  are,  the  latter  is  not  to  be 
taken  in  a  transcendental,  but  in  a  purely  empirical 
meaning,  namely,  as  to  how  they,  as  objects  of  experi- 
ence, must  be  represented,  according  to  the  regular 
connection  of  phenomena,  and  not  according  to  what 
they  may  he,  as  objects  of  the  pure  understanding, 
;  1  pari  from  their  relation  to  possible  experience,  and 
therefore  to  our  seuses.  This  will  always  remain 
unknown  to  us;  nay,  we  shall  never  know  whether 
such  a  transcendental  and  exceptional  knowledge  is 
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possible  at  all,  at  least  as  comprehended  under  our 
ordinary  categories.  With  us  reason  and  sensibility 
cannot  determine  objects,  unless  they  are  joined 
together.  If  we  separate  them,  we  have  intuitions 
without  concepts,  or  concepts  without  intuitions,  in 
both  cases  representations  wluch  we  cannot  refer  to 
any  definite  object. 

If,  after  all  these  arguments,  anybody  should  still 
hesitate  to  abandon  the  purely  transcendental  use 
of  the  categories,  let  him  try  an  experiment  with 
them  for  framing  any  synthetical  proposition.  An 
analytical  proposition  would  be  of  no  use,  because 
such  a  proposition  does  not  in  the  least  advance  the 
understanding,  which,  as  it  is  only  concerned  with 
what  is  already  conceived  in  the  concept,  does  not 
ask  whether  the  concept  in  itself  lias  any  reference- 
to  objects,  or  expresses  only  the  unity  of  [p.  159] 
thought  in  general,  this  Wing  completely  independent 
of  the  manner  in  which  an  object  may  be  given. 
The  understanding  in  fact  is  satisfied  if  it  knows 
what  is  contained  in  the  concept  of  an  object ;  it  is 
indifferent  as  to  the  object  to  which  the  concept  may 
refer.  But  let  him  try  the  experiment  with  any 
synthetical  and  so-called  transcendental  proposition, 
as  for  instance,  '  Everything  that  exists,  exists  as 
a  substance,  or  as  a  determination  inherent  in  it," 
or  '  Everything  contingent  exists  as  an  effect  of 
some  other  thing,  namely,  its  cause,'  etc.  Now  I 
ask,  whence  can  the  understanding  take  these  syn- 
thetical propositions,  us  the  concepts  are  to  apply, 
not  to  some  possible  experience,  but  to  things  by 
themselves  (noumena)t    Where  is  that  third  term 
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to  be  found  which  is  always  required  for  a  synthetical 
proposition,  in  order  thus  to  join  concepts  which  have 
no  logical  (analytical)  relation  with  each  other  ?  It 
will  he  impossible  to  prove  such  a  proposition,  nay 
even  to  justify  the  possibility  of  any  such  pure  as- 
sertion, without  appealing  to  the  empirical  use  of 
the  understanding,  and  thus  renouncing  entirely  its 
so-called  pure  and  non-sensuous  judgment.  There 
are  no  principles  therefore  according  to  which  the 
concepts  of  pure  and  merely  intelligible  objects  could 
ever  be  applied,  because  we  cannot  imagine  any  way 
in  which  they  could  bo  given,  and  the  problematic 
thought,  which  leaves  a  place  open  to  them,  serves 
only,  like  empty  space,  to  limit  the  sphere  of 
empirical  principles,  without  containing  or  [p.  *6o] 
indicating  any  other  objects  of  knowledge,  lying 
beyond  that  sphere. 

APPENDIX. 

Of  toe  Amphiboly  of  Reflective  Concepts,  owing 
to  the  Confusion  of  the  Empirical  with  toe 
Transcendental  Use  of  the  Understanding. 

Reflection  (rcflexio)  is  not  concerned  with  objects 
themselves,  in  order  to  obtain  directly  concepts  of 
them,  but  is  a  state  of  the  mind  in  which  we  set 
ourselves  to  discover  the  subjective  conditions  under 
which  we  may  arrive  at  concepts.  It  is  the  con- 
sciousness of  the  relation  of  given  representations  to 
the  various  sources  of  our  knowledge  by  which  alone 
their  mutual  relation  can  be  rightly  determined. 
Before  saying  any  more  of  our  representations,  the 
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first  question  is,  to  which  faculty  of  knowledge 
they  may  all  belong;  whether  it  is  the  under- 
standing or  the  senses  by  which  they  are  connected 
and  compared.  Many  a  judgment  is  accepted  from 
mere  habit,  or  made  from  inclination,  and  as  no 
reflection  precedes  or  even  follows  it  critically,  the 
judgment  is  supposed  to  have  had  its  origin  in  [p.  161] 
the  understanding.  It  is  not  all  judgment*  that  re- 
quire an  investigation,  that  is,  a  careful  attention  with 
regard  to  the  grounds  of  their  truth  ;  for  if  they  are 
immediately  certain,  as  for  instance,  that  between  two 
points  there  can  be  only  one  straight  line,  no  more  im- 
mediately certain  marks  of  their  truth  than  that  which 
they  themselves  convey  could  be  discovered.  But 
all  judgments,  nay,  all  com  pari  sons,  require  reflection, 
that  is,  a  discrimination  of  the  respective  faculty  of 
knowledge  to  wliich  any  given  concepts  belong.  The 
act  by  which  I  place  the  comparison  of  representa- 
t  ii  tis  in  general  by  the  side  of  the  faculty  of  know- 
ledge to  which  they  belong,  and  by  which  I  deter- 
mine whether  they  are  compared  with  each  other  as 
belonging  to  the  pure  understanding  or  to  sensuous 
intuition,  I  call  transcendental  reflection.  The  rela- 
tion in  which  the  two  concepts  may  stand  to  each 
other  in  one  state  of  the  mind  is  tliat  of  identity  and 
difference,  of  agreement  and  opposition,  of  tin 
and  external,  aud  finally  of  the  determinable  and  the 
determination  (matter  and  form).  The  right  deter- 
mination of  that  relation  depends  on  the  question 
in  which  faculty  of  knowledge  they  subjectively  be- 
long to  each  other,  whether  in  sensihilitv  m  m  the 
understanding.     For  the  proper  distinction  of  the 
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latter  is  of  great  importance  with  regard  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  former  must  be  considered.  [p.  *6j] 

Before  proceeding  to  form  any  objective  judgments, 
we  have  to  compare  the  concepts  with  regard  to  the 
.,/,  tit'ihj  (of  many  representations  under  one  concept) 
as  the  foundation  of  general  judgments,  or  with 
regard  to  their  difference  as  the  foundation  of  parti- 
cular judgments,  or  with  regard  to  their  agreement 
and  opposition  serving  as  the  foundations  of  affirma- 
tive and  negative  judgments,  etc.  For  this  reason 
it  might  seem  that  we  ought  to  call  these  concepts 
concepts  of  comparison  (conceptus  comparationis). 
But  as,  when  the  contents  of  concepts  and  not  their 
logical  form  must  be  considered,  that  is,  whether  the 
things  themselves  are  identical  or  different,  in  agree- 
ment or  in  opposition,  eta,  all  things  may  have  a 
twofold  relation  to  our  faculty  of  knowledge,  namely, 
cither  to  sensibility  or  to  the  understanding,  and  as 
the  manner  in  which  they  belong  to  one  another 
depends  on  the  place  to  which  fl»J  belong  H  PoDowa 
that  the  transcendental  reflection,  that  is  (the  power 
of  determining)  the  relation  of  given  representations 
to  one  or  the  other  mode  of  knowledge,  can  alone 
determine  their  mutual  relation.  Whether  the  things 
are  identical  or  different,  in  agreement  or  opposition, 
etc.,  cannot  be  established  at  once  by  the  concepts 
themselves  by  means  of  a  mere  comparison  (com- 
paratio),  but  first  of  all  by  a  proper  discrimination  of 
that  class  of  knowledge  to  which  they  belong,  that 
is,  by  transcendental  reflection.  It  might  therefore 
be  said,  that  logical  reflection  is  a  mere  comparison, 
because  it  takes  no  account  of  the  faculty  of  know- 
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ledge  to  which  any  given  representations  [p.  J63] 
belong,  and  treats  them,  so  far  as  they  are  all  found 
in  the  mind,  as  homogeneous,  while  transcendental 
reflection  (which  refers  to  the  objects  themselves) 
supplies  the  possibility  of  an  objective  comparison  of 
representations  among  themselves,  and  is  therefore 
very  different  from  the  other,  the  faculty  of  know- 
ledge to  which  they  belong  not  being  the  same. 
This  transcendental  reflection  is  a  duty  from  which 
no  one  can  escape  who  wishes  to  form  judgments 
a  priori.  We  shall  now  take  it  in  hand,  and  may 
hope  thus  to  throw  not  a  little  light  on  the  real 
business  of  the  understanding. 

I.  Identity  and  difference. 

When  an  object  is  presented  to  us  several  times, 
but  each  time  with  the  same  internal  determination-, 
(qualitas  ct  quantitas)  it  is,  so  long  as  it  is  considered 
as  an  object  of  the  pure  understanding,  always  one 
and  the  same,  one  thing,  not  many  (numerics  iden- 
titas).  But  if  it  is  a  phenomenon,  a  comparison  of  the 
concepts  is  of  no  consequence,  and  though  everything 
may  be  identical  with  regard  to  the  concepts,  yet 
the  difference  of  place  at  the  same  time  with  regard 
to  the  phenomena  is  a  sufficient  ground  for  admitting 
the  numerical  A  c  of  the  objects  (of  the  senses). 

Thus,  though  there  may  be  no  internal  difference 
whatever  (either  in  quality  or  quantity)  between  two 
drops  of  water,  yet  the  fact  that  they  may  be  [p.  364] 
seen  at  the  same  time  in  different  places  is  sufficient 
to  establish  their  numerical  difference.  Leibniz  took 
phenomena  to  be  things  by  themselves,  inUMigibiUa, 
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that  is,  objects  of  the  pure  understanding  (though, 
on  account  of  the  confused  nature  of  their  repre- 
sentations, he  assigned  to  them  the  name  of  phe> 
mena),  and  from  that  poiut  of  view  his  principle 
of  their  indiscernibility)  principium  identitatis  indis- 
evmibiliuni)  could  not  be  contested.  As,  however, 
they  are  objects  of  sensibility,  and  the  use  of  the 
understanding  with  regard  to  them  is  not  pure,  but 
only  empirical,  their  plurality  and  numerical  diversity 
are  indicated  by  space  itself,  as  the  condition  of  ex- 
ternal phenomena.  One  part  of  space,  though  it 
may  be  perfectly  similar  and  equal  to  another,  is  still 
outside  it,  and  for  this  very  reason  a  part  of  space 
different  from  the  first  which,  added  to  it,  makes 
a  larger  space :  and  this  applies  to  all  things  which 
exist  at  the  same  time  in  different  parts  of  space, 
however  similar  or  equal  they  may  be  in  other  respects. 

II.  Agreement  and  opposition. 

When  reality  is  represented  by  tho  pure  under- 
standing oidy  (realitas  noumenon),  no  opposition  can 
bo  conceived  between  realities,  that  is,  no  such 
relation  that,  if  connected  in  one  subject,  they  should 
annihilate  the  effects  one  of  the  other,  as  for  [p.  565] 
instance  3  —  3=0.  The  real  in  the  phenomena,  on 
the  contrary  (realitas  phenomenon),  may  very  well  be 
in  mutual  opposition,  and  if  connected  in  one  subject, 
one  may  annihilate  completely  or  in  part  the  effect 
of  the  other,  as  in  the  case  of  two  forces  moving  in 
the  same  straight  line,  either  drawing  or  impelling 
a  point  in  opposite  directions,  or  in  the  case  of 
pleasure,  counterbalancing  a  certain  amount  of  pain. 
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III..  Tlie  internal  and  the  external. 

In  an  object  of  the  pure  understanding  that  only 
is  internal  which  has  no  relation  whatever  (as  re- 
gards its  existence)  to  anything  different  from  itself. 
The  inner  relations,  on  the  contrary,  of  a  substantia 
phenomenon  in  space  are  nothing  but  relations,  and 
the  substance  itself  a  complex  of  mere  relations. 
We  only  know  substances  in  space  through  the  forces 
which  are  active  in  a  certain  space,  by  either  drawing 
others  near  to  it  (attraction)  or  by  preventing  others 
from  penetrating  into  it  (repulsion  and  imj)enetra- 
bility).  Other  properties  constituting  the  concept 
of  a  substance  appearing  in  space,  and  which  we 
call  matter,  are  unknown  to  us.  As  an  object  of  the 
pDN  understanding,  on  the  contrary,  every  substance 
must  have  internal  determinations  and  forces  bearing 
on  the  internal  reality.  But  what  other  internal  ac- 
cidents can  I  think,  except  those  which  my  own 
internal  sense  presents  to  me,  namely,  some-  [p.  >6«] 
thing  which  is  either  itself  thought,  or  something 
analogous  to  it  ?  Hence  Leibniz  represented  all  sub- 
stances, as  he  conceived  them  as  noumena,  even  the 
component  parts  of  matter  (after  having  in  thought 
removed  from  them  everything  implying  external 
relation,  and  therefore  composition  also),  as  simple 
subjects  endowed  with  powers  of  representation,  in 
one  word,  as  monads. 


IV.  Matter  and  form. 

These  are  two  concepts  which  are  treated  as  the 
foundation    of  all   other  reflection,  so    inseparably 
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are  tbey  connected  with  every  act  of  the  under- 
standing. The  former  denotes  tlie  determinable  in 
general,  the  latter  its  determination  (both  in  a  purely 
transcendental  meaning,  all  differences  in  that  which 
is  given  and  the  mode  in  which  it  is  determined 
being  left  out  of  consideration).  Logicians  formerly 
called  the  universal,  matter;  the  specific  difference, 
form.  In  every  judgment  the  given  concepts  may 
be  called  the  logical  matter  (for  a  judgment) ;  their 
relation,  by  means  of  the  copula,  the  form  of  a  judg- 
ment. In  every  being  its  component  parts  (essen- 
tialia)  are  the  matter ;  the  mode  in  which  they  are 
connected  in  it,  the  essential  form.  With  respect  to 
things  in  general,  unlimited  reality  was  regarded  as 
the  matter  of  all  possibility,  and  the  limitation 
thereof  (negation)  as  that  form  by  which  one  [p.  267] 
thing  Is  distinguished  from  another,  according  to 
transcendental  concepts.  The  understanding  de- 
mands first  that  something  should  be  given  (at  least 
in  concept)  in  order  to  be  able  afterwards  to  deter- 
mine it  in  a  certain  manner.  In  the  concept  of  the 
pure  understanding  therefore,  matter  comes  before 
form,  and  Leibniz  in  consequence  first  assumed  things 
(monads),  and  within  them  an  internal  power  of 
representation,  in  order  afterwards  to  found  thereon 
their  external  relation,  and  the  community  of  their 
states,  that  is,  their  representations.  In  this  way 
space  and  time  were  possible  only,  the  former  through 
the  relation  of  substauees,  the  latter  through  tin- 
connection  of  their  determinations  among  them- 
selves, as  causes  and  effects.  And  so  it  woidd  be 
indeed,  if  the  pure  understanding  could  be  applied 
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immediately  to  objects,  and  if  space  and  time  were 
determinations  of  things  by  themselves.  But  if  they 
are  sensuous  intuitions  only,  in  which  we  determine 
all  objects  merely  as  phenomena,  then  it  follows 
that  the  form  of  intuition  (as  a  subjective  quality 
of  sensibility)  comes  before  all  matter  (sensations). 
that  space  and  time  therefore  come  Ik- fore  all  pheno- 
mena, and  before  all  data  of  experience,  and  render 
in  fact  all  experience  possible.  As  an  intellectual 
philosopher  Luibniz  could  not  endure  that  this  form 
should  come  before  things  and  determine  their  poa- 
sibility  :  a  criticism  quite  just  when  he  assumed  that 
we  see  things  as  they  are  (though  in  a  confused 
representation).  But  as  sensuous  intuition  is  [p.  ids] 
a  peculiar  subjective  condition  on  which  all  perception 
a  priori  depends,  and  the  form  of  which  is  inde- 
pendent, the  form  must  be  given  by  itself,  and  so 
far  from  matter  (or  the  things  themselves  which 
appear)  forming  the  true  foundation  (as  we  might 
think,  it  we  judged  according  to  mere  concepts),  the 
very  possibility  of  matter  presupposes  a  formal  in- 
tuition (space  and  time)  as  given. 


NOTE  ON  THE  AMPHIBOLY  OF  REFLECTIVE 
CONCEPTS. 
I  beg  to  be  allowed  to  call  the  place  which  we 
assign  to  a  concept,  cither  in  sensibility  or  in  the 
pure  understanding,  its  (ranicendental  jrface.  If  so, 
then  the  determination  of  tho  position  which  be- 
longs to  every  concept,  according  to  the  difference  of 
its  use,  and  the  directions  for  determining  accord- 
ing to  rules  that  place  for  all  concepts,  would  bo 
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called  transcendental  topic;  a  doctrine  which  would 
thoroughly  protect  us  against  the  false  claims  of  the 
pure  understanding  and  the  errors  arising  from  it. 
by  always  distinguishing  to  wh:it  faculty  of  know- 
ledge each  concept  truly  bolongs.  Every  concept,  or 
every  title  to  which  many  kinds  of  knowledge  belong, 
may  be  called  a  logical  jilace.  Upon  this  is  based 
tin-  logical  topic  of  Aristotle,  of  which  orators  and 
schoolmasters  avail  themselves  in  order  to  find  under 
certain  titles  of  thought  what  would  best  suit  [P.J69] 
the  matter  they  have  in  hand,  and  thus  to  be  able, 
with  u  certain  appearance  of  thoroughness,  to  argue 
and  wrangle  to  any  extent. 

Transcendental  topic,  on  the  contrary,  contains  no 
more  than  the  above-mentioned  four  titles  of  all  com- 
parison and  distinction,  which  differ  from  the  cate- 
gories because  they  do  not  serve  to  represent  the 
object  according  to  what  constitutes  its  concept 
(quantity,  reality,  etc.),  but  only  the  comparison  of 
representations,  in  all  its  variety,  which  precedes  the 
concept  of  things.  This  comparison,  however,  re- 
quires first  a  reflection,  that  is,  a  determination  of  the 
place  to  which  the  representations  of  things  which 
are  to  be  compared  belong,  namely,  whether  they 
are  thought  by  the  pure  understanding  or  given  as 
phenomena  by  sensibility. 

Concepts  may  be  logically  compared  without  our 
asking  any  questions  as  to  what  place  their  objects 
belong,  whether  as  noumena  to  the  understanding, 
or  to  sensibility  as  phenomena.  But  if  with  these 
concepts  we  wish  to  proceed  to  the  objects  them- 
selves, a  transcendental  reflection  is  necessary  first 
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of  all,  in  order  to  determine  whether  they  are  meant 
to  be  objects  for  the  pure  understanding  or  for  sen- 
sibility. Without  this  reflection  our  use  of  these 
concepts  would  be  very  uncertain,  and  syn-  [p.  a  70] 
thi'tical  propositions  would  spring  up  which  critical 
reason  cannot  acknowledge,  and  which  are  simply 
founded  on  transcendental  amphiboly,  that  is,  on 
our  confounding  an  object  of  the  pure  understanding 
with  a  phenomenon. 

For  want  of  such  a  transcendental  topic,  and  de- 
ceived by  the  amphiboly  of  reflective  concepts,  the 
celebrated  Leibniz  erected  an  intellectual  system  of 
the  world,  or  believed  at  least  that  he  knew  the  in- 
ternal nature  of  things  by  comparing  all  objects  with 
the  understanding  only  and  with  the  abstract  formal 
concepts  of  his  mind.  Our  table  of  reflective  concepts 
gives  us  the  unexpected  advantage  of  being  able  to 
exhibit  clearly  the  distinctive  features  of  his  system 
in  all  its  parte,  and  at  the  same  time  the  leading  prin- 
ciple of  this  peculiar  view  which  rested  on  a  simple 
misunderstanding.  He  compared  all  tilings  with  each 
other  by  means  of  concepts  only,  and  naturally  found 
no  other  differences  but  those  by  which  the  under- 
standing distinguishes  its  pure  concepts  from  each 
other.  The  conditions  of  sensuous  intuition,  which 
carry  their  own  differences,  are  not  considered  by 
him  as  original  and  independent ;  for  sensibility  was 
with  him  a  confused  mode  of  representation  only,  and 
not  a  separate  source  of  representations.  Aocording 
to  him  a  phenomenon  was  the  representation  of 
a  thing  by  itself,  though  different,  in  its  logical 
form,   from    knowledge    by  means  of  the     [p-**'] 
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understanding,  because  the  phenomenon,  in  the  or- 
dinary absence  of  analysis,  brings  a  certain  admix- 
ture of  collateral  representations  into  the  concept  of 
a  thing  which  the  understanding  is  able  to  separate. 
In  one  word,  Leibniz  infcllectuah'sed  phenomena, 
just  as  Locke,  according  to  his  system  of  Noogony 
(if  I  may  use  such  an  expression),  strmualised  all 
concepts  of  the  understanding,  that  is,  represented 
them  :is  nothing  but  empirical,  though  abstract,  re- 
flective concepts.  Instead  of  regarding  the  under- 
standing and  sensibility  as  two  totally  distinct 
sources  of  representations,  which  however  can  supply 
objectively  valid  judgments  of  things  only  in  con- 
junction with  each  other,  each  of  these  great  men 
recognised  but  one  of  them,  which  in  their  opinion 
applied  immediately  to  things  by  themselves,  while 
the  other  did  nothing  but  to  produce  either  disorder 
or  order  in  the  representations  of  the  former. 

Leibniz  accordingly  compared  the  objects  of  the 
senses  with  each  other  as  things  in  general  and  in 
the  understanding  only.     He  did  this, 

First,  so  far  as  they  are  judged  by  the  understand- 
ing to  be  either  identical  or  different.  As  he  considers 
their  concepts  only  and  not  their  place  in  intuition, 
in  which  alone  objects  can  be  given,  and  takes  no 
account  of  the  transcendental  place  of  these  concepts 
(whether  the  object  is  to  be  counted  among  pheno- 
mena or  among  things  by  themselves),  it  could  not 
happen  Otherwise  than  that  he  should  extend  [p.  272] 
his  principle  of  indiscernibility,  which  is  valid  with 
regard  to  concepts  of  things  in  general,  to  objects  of 
the  senses  also  (muudus  phamoinenon),  and  imagine 
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that  he  thus  added  no  inconsiderable  ixtanooo  to 
our  knowledge  of  nature.  No  doubt,  if  I  know  a 
drop  of  water  as  a  thing  by  itself  in  all  its  internal  de- 
terminations, I  cannot  allow  that  one  is  different  from 
tho  other,  when  their  whole  concepts  are  identical. 
But  if  the  drop  of  water  is  a  phenomenon  in  space, 
it  has  its  place  not  only  in  the  understanding  (among 
concepts),  but  in  the  sensuous  external  intuition  (in 
space),  and  in  this  case  the  physical  place  is  quite 
indifferent  with  regard  to  the  inner  determinations 
of  things,  so  that  a  place  B  can  receive  a  thing  which 
is  perfectly  similar  or  identical  with  mother  in  pltM 
A,  quite  as  well  as  if  it  were  totally  different  from  it 
in  its  internal  determinations.  Difference  of  place 
by  itself  and  without  any  further  conditions  renders 
the  plurality  and  distinction  of  objects  as  phenomena 
not  only  possible,  but  also  necessary.  That  so-called 
law  of  Leibniz  therefore  is  no  law  of  nature,  but  only 
an  analytical  rule,  or  a  comparison  of  things  by  means 
of  concepts  only. 

Secondly.  The  principle  that  realities  (as  mere 
assertions)  never  logically  contradict  each  other,  is 
perfectly  true  with  regard  to  tho  relation  [p.  173] 
of  concepts,  but  has  no  meaning  whatever  either  as 
regards  nature  or  as  regards  anything  by  itself  (of 
which  we  can  have  no  concept  wh.it  x.-v).  Tin-  real 
opposition,  as  when  A  — B  =  o,  takes  place  every- 
where wherever  one  reality  is  united  with  another 
in  the  same  subject  and  ono  annihilates  tho  ell 
of  the  other.  This  is  constantly  brought  before  OV 
eyes  in  nature  by  all  impediments  and  reactions 
which,  as  depending  on  forces,  must  be  called  reali- 
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tales  idiaenovnena.  General  mechanics  can  even  give 
us  the  empirical  condition  of  that  opposition  in 
an  a  priori  rule,  founded  on  the  opposition  of  direc- 
tions; a  condition  of  which  the  transcendental  con- 
cept of  reality  knows  nothing.  Although  Leibniz 
himself  did  not  announce  this  proposition  with  all 
the  pomp  of  a  new  principle,  he  yet  made  use  of  it 
for  now  assertions,  and  his  followers  expressly  in- 
serted it  in  their  system  of  the  Leibniz  -Wolfian  phi- 
losophy. According  to  this  principle  all  evils,  for 
example,  are  nothing  but  the  consequences  of  the 
limitations  of  created  beings,  that  is,  they  are  ne- 
gations, because  these  can  be  the  only  opposites 
of  reality  (which  is  perfectly  true  in  the  mere  con- 
cept of  the  thing  in  general,  but  not  in  things  as 
phenomena).  In  like  manner  the  followers  of  Leibniz 
consider  it  not  only  possible,  but  even  natural,  to 
unite  all  reality,  without  fearing  any  opposition,  in 
one  being  ;  because  the  only  opposition  they  [p.* 7 4] 
know  is  that  of  contradiction  (by  which  the  concept 
of  a  thing  itself  is  annihilated),  while  they  ignore 
that  of  reciprocal  action  and  reaction,  when  one  real 
cause  destroys  the  effect  of  another,  a  process  which 
we  can  only  represent  to  ourselves  when  the  con- 
ditions are  given  in  sensibility. 

Hardly.  The  Leibnizian  monadology  has  really 
no  other  foundation  tlian  that  Leibniz  represented 
the  difference  of  the  internal  and  the  external  in 
relation  to  the  understanding  only.  Substances  must 
have  something  internal,  which  is  free  from  all  ex- 
ternal relations,  and  therefore  from  composition  also. 
The    simple,  therefore,   or    uncompounded,   is    the 
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foundation  of  the  internal  of  things  by  themselves. 
This  internal  in  the  state  of  substances  cannot 
consist  in  space,  form,  contact,  or  motion,  (all  these 
determinations  being  external  relations),  and  we 
cannot  therefore  ascrit>e  to  substances  any  other  in- 
ternal state  but  that  which  belongs  to  our  own 
internal  sense,  namely,  the  ttate  of  representation*. 
This  is  the  history  of  the  monads,  which  were  to 
form  the  elements  of  the  whole  universe,  and  the 
energy  of  which  consists  in  representations  only,  so 
that  properly  they  can  be  active  witliin  themselves 
only. 

For  this  reason,  his  principle  of  a  possible  com- 
munity of  substances  could  only  be  a  pre-established 
harmony,  and  not  a  physical  influence.  For  [p.  275] 
as  everything  is  actively  occupied  internally  only, 
that  is,  with  its  own  representations,  the  state  of 
representations  in  one  substance  could  not  be  in 
active  connection  with  that  of  another;  but  it  be- 
came necessary  to  admit  a  third  cause,  exercising 
its  influence  on  all  substances,  and  making  their 
states  to  o '.respond  with  eaeh  other,  not  indeed  bjP 
occasional  assistance  rendered  in  each  particular  cam 
(systema  assistentisc),  but  through  the  unity  of  the 
idea  of  a  cause  valid  for  all,  and  in  which  all  together 
must  receive  their  existence  and  permanence,  and 
therefore  also  their  reciprocal  correspondence  accord- 
ing to  universal  laws. 

Fourthly.  Leibniz'  celebrated  doctrine  of  space 
and  time,  in  which  he  intellectualised  these  forms  of 
sensibility,  arose  entirely  from  the  same  delusion  of 
transcendental  reflection.     U  by  means  of  the  pure 
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understanding  alone  I  want  to  represent  the  external 
relations  of  tilings,  I  can  do  this  only  by  means  of 
the  concept  of  their  reciprocal  action  ;  and  if  I  want 
to  connect  one  state  with  another  stato  of  tho  same 
thing,  Qua  is  possible  only  in  tho  order  of  cause  and 
effect.  Thus  it  happened  that  Leibniz  conceived 
space  as  a  certain  order  in  the  community  of  sub- 
stances, and  time  as  the  dynamical  sequence  of  their 
states.  That  which  space  and  time  seem  to  possess 
as  proper  to  themselves  and  independent  of  [p.  276] 
things,  he  ascribed  to  the  confusion  of  these  concepts, 
which  made  us  mistake  what  is  a  mere  form  of  dyna- 
mical relations  for  a  peculiar  and  independent  intui- 
t ion,  antecedent  to  things  themselves.  Thus  space 
and  time  became  with  him  the  intelligible  form  of  tho 
connection  of  things  (substances  and  their  states)  by 
themselves,  and  things  were  intelligible  substances 
(substantia:  noumena).  Nevertheless  he  tried  to  make 
these  concepts  equal  to  phenomena,  because  he  would 
not  concede  to  sensibility  any  independent  kind  of 
intuition,  but  ascribed  all,  even  the  empirical  repre- 
sentation of  objects,  to  the  understanding,  leaving 
to  tho  senses  nothing  but  the  contemptible  work 
of  confusing  and  mutilating  the  representations  of 
the  understanding. 

But,  even  if  we  could  predicate  anything  syntheti- 
cally by  means  of  the  pure  understanding  of  things  by 
themselves  (which  however  is  simply  impossible),  this' 
could  never  be  referred  to  phenomena,  because  these 
do  not  represent  things  by  themselves.  We  should 
therefore  in  such  a  case  have  to  compare  our  con- 
cepts in  a  transcendental  reflection  under  the  con- 
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ditions  of  sensibility  only,  and  thus  space  and  time 
would  never  be  determinations  of  tilings  by  them- 
selves, but  of  phenomena.  What  things  may  be  by 
themselves  we  know  not,  nor  need  we  care  to  [p.  277] 
know,  because,  after  all,  a  thing  can  never  DOOM 
before  me  otherwise  than  as  a  phenomenon. 

The  remaining  reflective  conceptions  have  to  be 
treated  in  the  same  manner.  Matter  is  substantia 
phenomenon.  What  may  belong  to  it  internally, 
I  seek  for  in  all  parts  of  space  occupied  by  it, 
and  in  all  effects  produced  by  it,  all  of  which,  how- 
ever, can  be  phenomena  of  the  external  senses  only. 
I  have  therefore  nothing  that  is  absolutely,  but  only 
what  is  relatively  internal,  and  this  consists  itself  of 
external  relations.  Nay,  what  according  to  the  pure 
understanding  should  be  the  absolutely  internal  of 
matter  is  a  mere  phantom,  for  matter  is  never  an 
object  of  the  pure  understanding,  while  the  tran- 
scendental object  which  may  be  the  ground  of  the  phe- 
nomenon whiih  v..-  call  matter,  is  a  mere  something 
of  which  wo  could  not  even  understand  what  it  is. 
though  somebody  should  tell  us.  We  am  not  under- 
stand anything  rxrept  wliat  carries  with  it  in  intuition 
something  corresponding  to  our  words.  If  the  com- 
plaint 'that  we  do  not  understand  the  internal  of 
things,'  means  that  we  do  not  com]  n  DJD  I  by  means 
of  the  pure  understanding  what  the  things  which 
appear  to  us  may  be  by  themselves,  it  seems  totally 
unjust  and  unreasonable  ;  for  it  means  that  without 
senses  we  should  be  able  to  know  and  therefore  to 
see  things,  tlr.i  i  -  that  we  should  possess  a  faculty 
of  knowledge  totally  different  from  the  human,  not 
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only  in  degree,  but  in  kind  and  in  intuition,  [p.  »78] 
in  fact,  that  we  should  not  be  men,  but  beings  of 
whom  we  ourselves  could  not  say  whether  they  are 
even  possible,  much  less  what  they  would  be  like. 
Observation  and  analysis  of  phenomena  enter  into  the 
internal  of  nature,  mid  no  one  can  say  how  far  this 
may  go  in  time.  Transcendental  questions,  however, 
which  go  beyond  nature,  would  nevertheless  remain 
unanswerable,  even  if  the  whole  of  nature  were 
revealed  to  us,  for  it  is  not  given  to  us  to  observe 
even  our  own  mind,  with  any  intuition  but  that  of 
our  internal  sense.  In  it  lies  the  mystery  of  the 
origin  of  our  sensibility.  Its  relation  to  an  object, 
and  the  transcendental  ground  of  that  unity,  are  no 
doubt  far  too  deeply  hidden  for  us,  who  can  know 
even  ourselves  by  means  of  the  internal  sense  only, 
that  is,  as  phenomena,  and  we  shall  never  be  able  to 
use  the  same  imperfect  instrument  of  investigation 
in  order  to  find  anything  but  again  and  again  phe- 
nomena, the  non-sensuous,  and  non-phenomenal  cause 
i  of  which  we  are  seeking  in  vain. 

What  -renders  this  criticism  of  the  conclusions  by 
means  of  the  acta  of  mere  reflection  extremely  useful 
is,  that  it  shows  clearly  the  nullity  of  all  conclusions 
widi  regard  to  objects  compared  with  each  other  in 
the  understanding  only,  and  that  it  confirms  at  the 
same  time  what  we  have  so  strongly  insisted  on,  [p.  J79] 
n.unely,  that  phenomena,  though  they  cannot  be  com- 
prehended as  things  by  themselves  among  the  objects 
of  the  pure  understanding,  are  nevertheless  the  only 
objects  in  which  our  knowledge  can  possess  objective 
reality,  i.e.  where  intuition  corresponds  to  concepts. 
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When  we  reflect  logically  only,  we  only  compare  i" 
our  understanding  concepts  among  themselves,  try- 
ing to  find  out  whether  both  have  exactly  the  same 
contents,  whether  they  contradict  themselves  or  not, 
whether  something  belongs  to  a  concept,  or  is  added 
to  it,  and  which  of  the  two  may  be  given,  whilo  the 
other  may  be  a  mode  only  of  conceiving  what   is 
given.     But  if  I    refer  these  concepts  to  an  object 
in  general  (in  u  taonseendenta!  sense),  without  deter- 
mining  whether  it  be  au  object  of  sensuous  or  intel- 
lectual intuition,  certain  limitations  appear  at  once, 
warning  08  not  to  go  beyond  the  concept,  and  up- 
setting all  empirical  use  of  it,  thus  proving  that  a 
representation  of  an  object,  as  of  a  thing  in  general, 
is  not  only  insufficient,  but,  if  without  sensuous  deter- 
mination,   and    Independent  of  empirical  conditions, 
self-contradictory.     It  is  necessary  therefore   either 
to  take  no  account  at  all  of  the  object  (as  we  do  in 
logic)  or,  if  not,  then  to  think  it  under  the  conditions 
of  sensuous  intuition,  because  the  intelligible  would 
require  a  quite  peculiar  intuition  whirh  we  do  not 
possess,  and,  without  it,  would  be  nothing  to  us,  while 
on  the  other  side,   phenomena  also  could    [i>.  180] 
never  lie  things  by  themselves.    For  if  I  represent  to 
myself  things  in  general  only,  the  difference  of  external 
relations  cannot,  it  is  true,  constitute  a  difference  of 
the  things    themselves,  but  rather  presupposes    it  : 
and,  if  the  concept  of  one  thing  does  not  differ  at  all 
internally  from  that  of  an«>tht  r.  I  only  have  one  and 
the  BUM  thing,  placed  in  different  relatione.     Fur- 
thermore, by  adding  a  mere  affirmation  (reality)  to 
unother,  the  positive  in  it  ed  augmented,  and 

B  2 
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nothing  is  taken  away  or  removed,  so  that  we  see 
that  the  real  in  things  can  never  be  in  contradiction 
with  itself,  etc. 


A  certain  misunderstanding  of  these  reflective  con- 
cepts has,  as  we  showed,  exercised  so  great  an  influ- 
ence on  the  use  of  the  understanding,  as  to  mislead 
even  one  of  the  most  acute  philosophers  to  the  adopt  ii  n  i 
of  a  so-called  system  of  intellectual  knowledge,  whieh 
undertakes  to  determine  objects  without  the  interven- 
tion of  the  senses.  For  this  reason  the  exposition  of 
the  cause  of  the  misunderstanding,  which  lies  in  the 
amphiboly  of  these  concepts,  as  tho  origin  of  false 
principles,  is  of  great  utility  in  determining  and 
securing  the  true  limits  of  the  understanding. 

It  is  no  doubt  true,  that  what  can  be  affirmed  or 
denied  of  a  concept  in  general,  can  also  be  affirmed  or 
denied  of  any  part  of  it  (dictum  do  omni  et  [p.  *8i] 
nullo) ;  but  it  would  be  wrong  so  to  change  this 
logical  proposition  as  to  make  it  say  that  whatever 
is  not  contained  in  a  general  concept,  is  not  contained 
cither  in  the  particular  concepts  comprehended  uuder 
it ;  for  these  are  particular  concepts  for  the  very 
reason  that  they  contain  more  than  is  conceived  in 
the  general  concept.  Nevertheless  the  whole  intel- 
lectual system  of  Leibniz  is  built  up  on  this  fallacy, 
and  with  it  falls  necessarily  to  the  ground,  together 
with  all  equivocation  in  the  use  of  the  understanding, 
that  had  its  origin  in  it. 

Leibniz's  principle  of  indiscernibility  is  really  based 
on  the  supposition  that,  if  a  certain  distinction  is  not 
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to  bo  found  in  the  general  concept  of  a  thing,  it  could 
not  be  met  with  either  in  the  things  themselves,  and 
that  therefore  all  things  were  perfectly  the  same 
(numero  eadem),  which  are  not  distinguished  from 
each  other  in  their  coucept  also,  as  to  quality  or 
quantity.  And  because  in  the  mere  concept  of  a  thing, 
no  account  has  been  taken  of  many  a  necessary  con- 
dition of  its  intuition,  it  has  rashly  been  concluded  th;it 
that  which,  in  forming  an  abstraction,  has  been  in- 
tentionally left  out  of  account,  did  really  not  exist 
any  und  nothing  has  been  allowed  to  a  thing 

except  what  is  contained  in  its  concept.  [p.  382] 

The  concept  of  a  cubic  foot  of  space,  wherever  and 
how  many  times  soever  I  may  think  it,  is  in  itself 
perfectly  the  same.  But  two  cubic  feet  are  nevertheless 
distinguished  in  space,  by  their  places  alone  (numero 
diversa),  and  these  places  are  conditions  of  intuition 
in  which  the  object  of  our  concept  is  given,  and  which, 
though  theydo  not  belong  to  the  concept,  belong  never- 
theless to  the  whole  of  sensibility.  In  a  similar  manner 
■  lii-re  is  no  contradiction  in  the  concept  of  a  thing,  un- 
less something  negative  has  been  connected  with  some- 
thing affirmative  ;  and  simply  affirmative  concepts,  if 
joined  together,  cannot  neutralise  each  other.  But  in 
sensuous  intuition,  when-  we  have  to  deal  with  reality 
I G  b  instance  motion),  there  exist  conditions  (opposite 
directions)  of  which  in  the  concept  of  motion  in 
general  no  account  was  taken,  and  which  render  pos- 
sible an  opposition  (not  however  a  logical  one),  and 
from  mere  positives  produce  zero  =  o,  so  that  it 
would  be  wrong  to  say  that  all  reality  must  be  in 
perfect  agreement,  if  there  is  no  opposition  between 
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its  concepts'.  If  we  keep  to  concepts  only,  that 
which  we  call  internal  is  the  substratum  of  all  rela- 
tions or  external  determinations.  If  therefore  [p.  ^83] 
I  take  no  account  of  any  of  the  conditions  of  intuition, 
and  confine  myself  solely  to  the  concept  of  a  thing, 
then  I  may  drop  no  doulit  all  external  relations,  and 
yet  there  must  remain  the  concept  of  something  which 
implies  no  relation,  but  internal  determinations  only. 
Fi urn  this  it  might  seem  to  follow  that  there  exists 
in  everything  something  (substance)  which  is  aljso- 
lutely  internal,  preceding  all  external  determinations, 
nay,  rend*  ring  them  possible.  It  might  likewise 
seem  to  follow  that  this  substratum,  as  no  longer 
roiitahiing  any  external  relations,  must  be  tifiupU  1  for 
corporeal  things  are  always  relations  only  of  their  parts 
existing  side  by  side);  and  as  we  know  of  no  entirely 
internal  determinations  beyond  those  of  our  own 
internal  sense,  that  substratum  might  be  taken,  not 
only  as  simple,  but  likewise  (according  to  the  analogy 
of  our  own  internal  sense)  as  determined  by  representa- 
tions, so  that  all  things  would  \>e  really  monad*,  or 
simple  beings  endowed  with  representations.  All 
this  would  be  perfectly  true,  unless  something  more 
than  the  concept  of  a  thing  in  general  were  [p.  28-1] 
required  in  order  to  give  us  objects  of  external  in- 
tuition, although   the   pure   concept   need   take    no 

1  If  one  wished  to  use  here  the  usual  subterfuge  that  rmlitate* 
iiitiimriiii,  ui  li-.i-i.  i-ii u  1  !■  •  1  oppose  etch  other,  il  mmld  be  tmeaau] 
to  produce  an  example  of  such  pure  and  non-sensuous  reality,  to 
cimblo  ut<  to  see  whether  it  was  something  or  nothing.  No  example, 
however,  can  be  produced,  except  from  experience,  which  never 
oilers  us  anything  but  phenomena  ;  so  that  this  propositiou  means 
1  cully  nothing  hut  thai  u  emu e|  it.  which contains  iillirnmtives  only, con- 
tains uo  Degative,  a  proposition  which  we  nt  leust  huvc  never  doubted. 
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account  of  it.  But  we  see,  on  the  contrary,  that  a 
permanent  phenomenon  in  space  (impenetrable  ex- 
tension) may  contain  mere  relations  without  any- 
thing that  is  absolutely  internal,  and  yet  be  the  first 
Kul«stratum  of  all  external  perception.  It  is  true  that 
if  we  think  by  concepts  only,  we  cannot  think  some- 
thing external  without  something  internal,  because 
conceptions  of  relations  presuppose  things  given,  and 
are  imj>ossil>le  without  them.  But  as  in  intuition  some- 
thing is  contained  which  does  not  exist  at  all  in  the 
mere  concept  of  a  thing,  and  as  it  is  this  which  sup- 
plies the  substratum  that  could  never  be  known  by 
DMn  concepts,  namely,  a  space  which,  with  all  that 
is  contained  in  it,  consists  of  purely  formal,  or  real 
relations  also,  I  am  not  allowed  to  say,  that,  because 
nothing  can  be  represented  by  mere  concepts  without 
something  absolutely  internal,  there  could  not  be  in 
the  real  things  themselves,  comprehended  under  those 
concepts,  and  in  their  itUuition,  anything  external, 
without  a  foundation  of  something  absolutely  in- 
ternal. For,  if  we  take  no  account  of  all  conditions  of 
intuition,  then  no  doubt  nothing  remains  in  the  mere 
concept  but  the  internal  in  general,  with  its  mutual 
relations,  through  which  alone  the  external  is  possible. 
This  necessity,  however,  which  depends  on  abstrac- 
tion alone,  does  not  apply  to  things,  if  they  [p.  185] 
are  given  in  intuition  with  determinations  expressive 
of  mere  relations,  and  without  having  for  their  founda- 
tion anything  internal,  for  the  simple  reason  that 
they  are  phenomena  only,  and  not  things  in  tip 
selves.  Whatever  are  may  know  of  matter,  are  nothing 
hut  relations  (what  we  call  internal  determinations 
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are  but  relatively  internal) ;  Imt  thero  arc  among 
those  relations  some  which  are  independent  and  per- 
manent, and  by  which  a  certain  object  is  given  ug. 

That  I,  whoa  abstraction  ia  made  of  these  relations, 

li.-ive  nothing  more  to  think,  does  not  do  away  with 
the  concept  of  a  thing,  as  a  phenomenon,  nor  with 
1  In:  concept  of  an  object  in  abstracto.  It  only  shows 
tin:  impossibility  of  such  an  object  as  could  be  deter- 
mined by  mere  concepts,  that  is  of  a  noumenon.  It 
is  no  doubt  startling  to  hear,  that  a  thing  should 
consist  entirely  of  relations,  but  such  a  thing  &a  we 
speak  of  is  merely  a  phenomenon,  and  can  never  be 
thought  by  means  of  the  categories  only;  nay,  it  con- 
sists itself  of  the  mere  relation  of  something  in 
genera]  to  our  senses.  In  the  same  manner,  it  is  im- 
possible for  us  to  represent  the  relations  of  things  in 
abstracto,  as  long  as  we  deal  with  concepts  oidy,  in  any 
other  way  than  that  one  should  be  the  cause  of  deUr- 
min;iiions  in  the  other,  this  beiug  the  very  concept 
of  our  understanding,  with  regard  to  relations.  But 
as  in  this  case  we  make  abstraction  of  all  intuition,  a 
whole  class  of  determinations,  by  which  the  manifold 
determines  its  place  to  each  of  its  component  parts,  that 
is,  the  form  of  sensibility  (space),  disappears,  [p-286] 
though  in  truth  it  precedes  all  empirical  causality. 

If  by  purely  intelligible  objects  we  understand 
things  which,  without  all  schemata  of  sensibility,  are 
thought  by  mere  categories,  such  objects  are  simply 
impossible.  It  is  our  sensuous  intuition  by  which 
objects  are  given  to  us  that  forms  the  condition  of 
the  objective  application  of  all  the  concepts  of  our 
understanding,  and  without  that  intuition  the  cate- 
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gories  have  no  relation  whatever  to  any  object.  N 
67i  ii  ifw.  admitted  a  kind  of  intuition  different  from 
the  sensuous,  uiir  functions  of  thought  would  have 
no  meaning  with  regard  to  it.  If  we  only  mean 
objects  of  a  non-sensuous  intuition,  to  which  our 
categories  do  not  apply  and  of  which  we  can  have 
no  knowledge  whatever  (cither  intuitional  or  con- 
i'i'!>tual),  there  is  no  reason  why  noumena,  in  this 
merely  negative  meaning,  should  not  be  admitted, 
because  in  this  case  we  mean  no  more  than  this. 
that  our  intuition  dues  it"t  embrace  all  things,  but 
objects  of  our  senses  only  ;  that,  consequently,  its 
objective  validity  is  limited,  and  space  left  for  some 
other  kind  of  intuition,  and  conse<|u<  -illy  for  things  as 
objects  uf  it.  But  in  that  sense  the  concept  of  a  nou- 
menon  is  problematical,  that  is,  the  representation  of 
I  thing  of  which  we  can  neither  say  tliat  it  is  possible 
•  •r  lliat  it  is  impossible,  because  we  have  no  OOUC 
I  inn  of  any  kind  of  intuition  hut  that  of  our  BOO 
<>r  of  any  kind  of  concepts  but  of  our  cate-  [p.  187] 
gori  her  of  them  being  applicable  to  any  extra- 

sensuous  object.  We  cannot  therefore  extend  the 
field  of  the  objects  of  our  thought  beyond  the  < 
ditions  of  our  sensibility,  or  admit,  besides  pheno- 
mena, objects  of  pure  thought,  that  is,  noumena, 
simply  because  they  do  not  possess  any  positive  mean- 
ing that  could  In;  pointed  out.  For  it  must  be  admit  t. d 
that  the  categories  by  themselves  are  not  sufficient 
for  a  knowledge  of  things,  and  that,  without  the  data 
of  sensibility,  they  would  be  nothing  but  subjective 
forms  of  the  unity  of  the  understanding,  and  without 
an  object.  Wo  do  not  say  that  thought  is  a  mere  pro- 
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duct  of  tlie  senses,  and  therefore  limited  by  them, 
hut  it  docs  not  follow  that  therefore  thought,  with- 
out sensibility,  has  it*  own  pure  use,  because  it  would 
really  be  without  an  object.  Nor  would  it  be  right 
to  call  the  noumenon  Mich  80  oljrrt  "I  I  In-  puro  under- 
standing, for  the  noiimenon  means  the  problematical 
concept  of  an  object,  intended  for  an  intuition  and 
understanding  totally  different  from  our  own,  and 
therefore  themselves  mere  problems.  The  concept  of 
the  noumenon  is  not  therefore  the  concept  of  an  object, 
but  only  a  problem,  inseparable  from  the  limitation 
of  our  sensibility,  whether  there  may  not  be  obj - 
independent  of  intuition.  This  is  a  question  [p.  288] 
that  can  only  be  answered  in  an  uncertain  way,  by 
saying  that  as  sensuous  intuition  does  not  embrace 
all  things  without  exception,  there  remains  a  place 
for  lither  objects,  that  cannot  therefore  he  absolutely 
denied,  but  cannot  be  asserted  either  as  objects  of  our 
understanding,  there  being  no  definite  concept  for 
th'-m  that  could  be  formed  bv  our  categories. 

The  understanding  therefore  limits  the  sensibility 
without  enlarging  thereby  its  own  field,  and  by  warn- 
ing the  latter  that  it  ran  never  apply  to  things  by  them- 
selves,  but  to  phenomena  only,  it  forms  the  thought  of 
an  object  by  itself,  but  as  transcendental  only,  which  is 
the  cause  of  phenomena,  and  therefore  never  itself  a 
phenomenon :  which  cannot  be  thought  as  quantity, 
nor  as  reality,  nor  as  substance  (because  these  concepts 
require  sensuous  forms  in  which  to  determine  an  ob- 
ject), and  of  which  therefore  it  must  always  remain 
unknown,  whether  it  is  to  be  found  within  us  only,  but 
also  without  us;  and  whether,  if  sensibility  were  re- 
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moved,  it  would  vanish  or  remain.  If  we  like  to  call 
this  object  noumenou,  because  the  representation  of 
it  is  not  sensuous,  we  are  at  liberty  to  do  so.  But  as 
we  cannot  apply  to  it  any  of  the  concepts  of  our  un- 
derstanding, such  a  representation  remains  to  us 
empty,  serving  no  purpose  but  that  of  indicating  the 
limits  of  our  sensuous  knowledge,  and  leaving  [p.*89] 
at  the  same  time  an  empty  space  which  we  cannot  fill 
either  by  possible  experience,  or  by  the  pure  under- 
uding. 

The  critique  of  the  pure  understanding  docs  not 
tlicni'ire  allow  us  to  create  a  new  sphere  of 
objects  beyond  those  which  can  come  before  it  aH 
phenomena,  or  to  stray  into  intelligible  worlds,  el- 
even into  the  concept  of  such.  The  mistake  which 
leads  to  this  in  the  most  plausible  manner,  and  which, 
though  excusable,  can  never  be  justiBed,  consists  in 
making  the  use  of  the  understanding,  contrary  to  its 
very  intention,  transcendental,  so  that  objects,  that  \b, 
possible  intuitions,  ure  made  to  conform  to  oODCBpl 
not  concepts  to  possible  intuitions,  on  which  alone 
their  objective  validity  can  rest.  The  cause  of  this 
is  again,  that  apperception,  and  with  it  thought, 
precedes  every  possible  determinate  arrangement 
of  determinations.  We  are  thinking  BometluDg  in 
general,  and  determine  it  on  one  Bide  sensuously,  but 
distinguish  at  the  same  time  the  general  object,  re- 
presented in  abstraction,  from  this  particular  mode  of 
sensuous  intuition.  Thus  there  remains  to  us  a  mode 
of  determining  the  object  by  thought  only,  which, 
though  it  is  a  mere  logical  form  without  any  contents, 
seems  to  us  nevertheless  a  mode  iu  which  the  object 
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by  itself  exists  (noumenon),  without  regard  to  the  in- 
tuition which  ran  he  given  by  our  senses  only.    [p.  29°] 

******** 
Before  leaving  this  transcendental  Analytic,  we  have 
to  ;uM  something  which,  though  in  itself  of  no  par- 
ticular importance,  may  vet  seem  to  be  requisite  for 
the  completeness  of  the  system.  The  highest  concept 
with   which   all   transcendental    philosophy  ■  1 1  _> 

begins,  is  the  division  into  the  possible  and  the  m 
possible.  But,  as  all  division  presupposes  a  divisible 
con-vpt.  :i  higher  concept  is  required,  and  this  is  tin- 
concept  of  an  object  in  general,  taken  as  proUematical, 
it  being  left  uncertain  whether  it  be  something  or 
nothing.  As  the  categories  are  the  only  concepts  which 
apply  to  objects  in  general,  the  distinction  whether  an 
object  is  something  or  nothing  must  proceed  accord- 
ing to  the  order  and  direction  of  the  categories. 

I.  Opposed  to  the  concepts  of  all,  many,  and  one,  is 
the  coneept  which  annihilates  everything,  that  is, 
none;  and  thus  the  object  of  a  concept,  to  which  no 
intuition  can  be  found  to  correspond,  is  =  o,  that  is,  a 
concept  without  an  object,  like  the  noumeua,  which 
eannot  he  <•(  united  as  possibilities,  though  not  as  im- 
possibilities either  (ens  rationis) ;  or  like  certain  [p.  29  >] 
fundamental  forces,  which  have  been  newly  invented, 
and  have  been  conceived  without  contradiction,  but  at 
the  same  time  without  any  example  from  experience, 
and  must  not  therefore  be  counted  among  possibilities. 

II.  Reality  is  something,  negation  is  nothing;  that 
is,  it  is  the  concept  of  the  absence  of  an  object,  as 
shadow  or  cold  (nihil  privativum). 

II  b  The  mere  form  of  intuition  (without  substance) 
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'a  in  itself  no  object,  but  the  merely  formal  condition  of 
it,  as  a  phenomenon,  as  pure  space  and  pure  time 
(ens  imaginarium),  which,  though  they  are  something, 
as  forms  of  intuition,  are  not  themselves  objects  of 
intuition. 

IV.  The  object  of  a  concept  whieh  contradicts 
itself,  is  nothing,  because  the  concept  is  nothing ;  it 
is  simply  the  impossible,  as  a  figure  composed  of  two 
straight  lines  (nihil  negativutn). 

A  table  showing  this  division  of  the  concept  of 
nothing  (the  corresponding  division  of  the  concept  of 
something  follows  by  itself)  would  have  to  be  arranged 
as  follows. 

N07i  [p.  892] 


■1 


I.  Empty  concept  without  nti  "I.; 
h'uf  rntioni*. 
II.  Empty  object  of  a  III.  Empty  intuition  without 

concept.  *n  object. 

11  m.  Ens  imtfjinarium. 

IV.  Empty  object  without  •  oonopt. 
.YVAiV  ntgatmm. 

We  see  that  tli<-  ens  rutionia  (No.  i)  differs  from  the 

ens  neg.itivum  (No,  a),  baoanaa  the  format  otnnot  be 
counted  among  the  possibilities,  being  the  result  of 
fancy,  though  not  self-contradictory,  while  the  latter 
is  opposed  to  possibility,  the  concept  annihilating 
itself.  Both,  however,  are  empty  concepts.  The  nihil 
privativum  (No.  2)  and  the  ens  imaginarium  (No.  ;,) 
are,  on  the  contrary,  empty  data  for  concepts.  It 
wouM  be  impossible  to  represent  to  ourselves  dark- 
ness, unless  light  had  been  given  to  the  senses,  or 
space,  unless  extended  beings  had  been  perceived. 
The  negation,  as  well  as  the  pure  form  of  intuition 
are,  without  something  real,  no  objc 
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I'ratuarndental  Dialectic. 
INTRODUCTION. 


1.   Of  Transcendental  Appoaranco  (illumon). 

We  called  Dialectic  in  general  a  logic  of  i77«- 
gion  (cine  Logik  des  Scheins).  This  does  not  mean 
that  it  in  :i  doctrine  of  prohnhUiiy  (Wahrsrhein- 
lichkeit),  for  prohahility  is  a  kind  of  truth,  known 
through  insufficient  causes,  the  knowledge  of  which  is 
therefore  deficient,  but  not  deceitful,  and  cannot  pro- 
perly be  separated  from  the  analytical  part  of  logic. 
Still  less  can  phenomenon  (ErHeheimmg)  and  illusion 
(Selu-in)  be  taken  as  identical.  For  truth  or  illu- 
sion is  not  to  be  found  in  the  objects  of  intuition, 
but  in  the  judgments  upon  them,  so  far  as  they 
are  thought.  It  is  therefore  quite  right  to  say, 
that  the  senses  never  err,  not  because  they  always 
judge  rightly,  but   ;  tin ■  y  do   im(,   jud-v   al    all. 

Truth  therefore  and  error,  and  consequently  illusory 
appearance  also,  as  the  cause  of  error,  exist  in  our 
judgments  Only,  that  is.  in  the  relation  of  an  object  to 
our  understanding.  No  error  exists  in  our  know- 
ledge, if  it  completely  agrees  with  the  laws  of  our 
understanding,  nor  ean  there  be  an  error  in  [p.  J94] 
a  representation  of  the  senses,  because  they  involve 
no  judgment,  and  no  power  of  nature  can,  of  its 
own  accord,  deviate  from  its  own  laws.     Therefore 


TRA  SSCENDF.NTAI.    1)1  A  I.ECTIC. 


255 


neither  the  understanding  by  itself  (without  the  in- 
tlueiiceof  another  <mum-),  nor  tin;  senses  I  y  themselves 
could  ever  err.  The  understanding  could  not  err. 
because  as  long  as  it  acts  according  to  its  own  la* 
the  effect  (the  judgment)  must  necessarily  agree  with 
those  laws,  and  the  formal  test  of  all  truth  com: 
in  this  agreement  with  the  laws  of  the  understanding. 
Tin'  MUMS  cannot  err,  because  there  is  in  them  no 
judgment  at  all,  whether  true  or  false.  Now  as  we 
have  no  other  sources  of  knowledge  but  these  two,  it 
follows  that  error  can  only  arise  through  the  unper- 
ceived  influence  of  the  sensibility  on  the  understanding, 
whereby  it  happens  that  subjective  grounds  of  judg- 
ment are  mixed  up  with  the  objective  and  cause 
them  to  deviate  from  their  il.-stin  .  just  as  a 

body  in  motion  would,  if  left  to  itself,  always  follow 
a  Straight  line  in  the  same  direction,  which  is  changed 
however  into  a  curviliuear  motion,  as  soon  as  another 
force  influences  it  at  the  same  time  in  a  different  di- 
rection. In  order  to  distinguish  the  proper,  [p.  295] 
ion  of  the  understanding  Gram  that  other  force 
which  is  mixed  up  with  it,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
look  on  an  erroneous  jmlgmcut  as  the  diagonal  be- 
tween two  forces,  which  determino  the  judgment  in 
two  different  directions,  forming  as  it  were  an  angle, 
and  to  dissolve  thai  composite  afihol  into  the  simple 

I  of  the   u  tiding    and   ..i    the  sensibility, 

which  must  be  effected  in  pure  judgments  a  pr 


1  .Nfii-iliility.  if  tulji-cted  to  the  understanding  u  the  object  on 
which  it  cxerciws  it*  function,  in  the  toarce  of  ml  knowledge,  l>ut 
wnsibilitr,  if  it  infliMinen  the  action  of  the  understanding  it*df  »nd 
lr.wU  it  on  to  a  judgment,  ii  Uie  cnuae  of  error. 
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by  transcendental  reflection,  whereby,  as  we  tried 
to  show,  the  right  place  is  assigned  to  each  repre- 
sentation in  tin-  faculty  of  knowledge  correspond- 
ing to  it,  and  the  influence  of  either  faculty  upon  such 
representation  is  determined. 

It  is  not  at  present  our  business  to  treat  of  em- 
pirical, for  instance,  optical  appearance  or  illusion, 
which  occurs  in  the  empirical  use  of  the  otherwise 
correct  rules  of  the  understanding,  and  by  which. 
owing  to  the  influence  of  imagination,  the  faculty  of 
judgment  is  misled.  We  have  to  deal  here  with 
nothing  but  the  transcendental  Shuion,  which  in- 
volves principles  never  even  intended  to  be  applied  to 
experience,  which  might  give  us  a  test  of  their  cor- 
rectness,—an  illusion  which,  in  spite  of  all  the  warn- 
ings of  criticism,  tempts  ub  far  beyond  the  empirical 
use  of  the  categories,  and  deludes  us  with  the  mere 
dream  of  an  extension  of  the  pure  understanding.  All 
principles  the  application  of  which  is  entirely  con- 
fined within  the  limits  of  possible  experience,  [p.296] 
we  shall  call  immanent  ;  those,  on  the  contrary, 
which  tend  to  transgress  those  limits,  iruuscciident. 
I  do  not  mean  by  this  the  transcendental  use  or 
abuse  of  the  categories,  which  is  a  mere  fault  of  the 
faculty  of  the  judgment,  not  being  as  yet  sufficiently 
subdued  by  criticism  nor  sufficiently  attentive  to  the 
limits  of  the  sphere  within  which  alone  the  pure  un- 
derstanding has  full  play,  but  real  principles  which 
call  upon  us  to  break  down  all  those  barriers,  and  to 
claim  a  perfectly  new  territory,  which  nowhere  re- 
cognises any  demarcation  at  all.  Hence  transcendental 
;ind  transcendent  do  not  mean  the  same  thing     The 
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principles  of  the  pure  understanding,  which  we  ex- 
plained before,  are  meant  to  be  only  of  empirical,  and 
Dot  of  transcendental  application,  that  is,  they  cannot 
transcend  the  limits  of  experience.  A  principle,  on  the 
contrary,  which  removes  these  landmarks,  nay,  insists 
on  our  transcending  them,  is  called  transcendent  If 
our  critique  succeeds  in  laying  bare  the  illusion  of 
those  pretended  principles,  the  other  principles  of  a 
purely  empirical  use  may,  in  opposition  to  the  former, 
be  called  immanent. 

Logical  illusion,  which  consists  in  a  mere  imitation 
of  the  forms  of  reason  (the  illusion  of  sophistic  syllo- 
immii:-i.  arim  entirely  from  mat  of  attention  to 
logical  rules.  It  disappears  at  once,  when  our  [p.  297] 
attention  is  roused.  Transcendental  illusion,  on  the 
contrary,  does  not  disappear,  although  it  has  been 
shown  up,  and  its  worthlessness  rendered  clear  by 
means  of  transcendental  criticism,  as.  for  instance,  the 
illusion  inherent  in  the  proposition  that  the  world 
must  have  a  beginning  in  time.  The  cause  of  this  is, 
that  there  exists  in  our  reason  (considered  subjectively 
as  a  faculty  of  human  knowledge)  principles  and 
maxims  of  its  use,  which  have  the  appearance  of 
objective  principles,  and  lead  us  to  mistake  the  sub- 
jective necessity  of  a  certain  connection  of  our  con- 
oepta  in  favour  of  the  understanding  for  an  objective 
necessity  in  the  determination  of  things  by  them- 
selves. This  illusion  is  as  impossible  to  avoid  as  it 
is  to  prevent  the  sea  from  appearing  to  us  higher  at 
a  distance  than  on  the  shore,  because  we  see  it  by 
higher  rays  of  light ;  or  to  prevent  the  moon  from 
appearing,  even  to  an  astronomer,  larger  at  its  rising, 
ulthough  he  is  not  deceived  by  that  illusion. 
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Transcendental  Dialectic  must,  therefore,  be  content 
to  lay  bare  the  illusion  of  transcendental  judgments 
and  guarding  against  its  deceptions — but  it  will 
never  succeed  in  removing  the  transcendental  illu- 
sion (like  the  logical),  and  putting  an  end  to  [p.  198] 
it  altogether.  For  we  have  here  to  deal  with  a 
natural  and  inevitable  illusion,  which  itself  rests  on 
subjective  principles,  representing  them  to  us  as  ob- 
jectivf,  while  logical  Dialectic,  in  removing  sophisms, 
has  to  deal  manly  with  a  mistake  in  applying  the 
principles,  or  with  an  artificial  illusion  produced  by 
an  imitation  of  them.  There  exists,  therefore,  a 
natural  and  inevitable  Dialectic  of  pure  reason,  not 
one  in  which  a  mere  bungler  might  get  entangled 
from  want  of  knowledge,  or  which  a  sophist  might  ar- 
tificially devise  to  confuse  rational  people,  but  one  that 
is  inherent  in,  and  inseparable  from  human  reason, 
and  wliich,  even  after  its  illusion  has  been  exposed, 
will  never  cease  to  fascinate  our  reason,  and  to  pre- 
cipitate it  into  momentary  errors,  such  as  require  to 
be  removed  again  and  again. 

2.  Of  pure  Reason,  as  the  seat  of  Transcendental  Illusion. 
A.    Of  Reason  in  general. 

All  our  knowledge  begins  with  the  senses,  proceeds 
thence  to  the  understanding,  and  ends  with  reason. 
There  is  notliing  higher  than  reason,  for  working  up 
the  material  of  intuition  and  comprehending  it  under 
the  lughest  unity  of  thought.  As  it  here  [p.  299] 
becomes  necessary  to  give  a  definition  of  that  highest 
faculty  of  knowledge,  I  begin  to  feel  considerable  mis- 
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givings.  There  is  of  reason,  as  there  is  of  the  under- 
standing, a  purely  formal,  that  is  logical  use,  in  which 
no  account  is  taken  of  the  contents  of  knowledge : 
but  there  is  also  a  real  use,  in  so  far  as  reason  itself 
contains  the  origin  of  certain  concepts  and  principles, 
which  it  has  not  borrowed  either  from  the  senses  or 
from  the  understanding.  The  former  faculty  has 
been  long  defined  by  logicians  as  the  faculty  of  me- 
diate conclusions,  in  contradistinction  to  immediate 
ones  (consequential  immediata));  but  this  does  not 
help  us  to  understand  the  latter,  which  itself  produces 
concepts.  As  this  brings  us  face  to  face  with  tin- 
division  of  reason  into  a  logical  and  a  transcendental 
faculty,  we  must  look  for  a  higher  concept  for  this 
source  of  knowledge,  to  comprehend  both  concepts : 
though,  according  to  the  analogy  of  the  concepts  of 
the  understanding,  we  may  expect  that  the  logical  con- 
cept will  give  us  the  key  to  the  transcendental,  and 
that  the  table  of  the  functions  of  the  former  will  give 
us  the  genealogical  outline  of  the  concepts  of  reason. 

In  the  first  part  of  our  transcendental  logic  we 
defined  the  understanding  as  the  faculty  of  rules,  and 
we  now  distinguish  reason  from  it,  by  calling  it  tin- 
faculty  tf  principle*.  [p.  300] 

The  term  principle  is  ambiguous,  and  signifies  com- 
monly some  kind  of  knowledge  only  that  may  be 
used  as  a  principle,  though  in  itself,  and  according  to 
its  origin,  it  is  no  principle  at  all.  Every  general  pro- 
position, even  though  it  may  have  been  derived  from 
experience  (by  induction),  may  serve  as  a  major  in  a 
syllogism  of  reason  ;  but  it  is  not  on  that  account  a 
principle    Mathematical  axioms,  as,  for  iustance,  that 
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between  two  points  there  can  be  only  one  strai^ 
line,  constitute  even  general  knowledge  a  priori,  and 
may  therefore,  with  reference  to  the  cases  which  can 
be  brought  under  them,  rightly  be  called  principles. 
Nevertheless  it  would  be  wrong  to  say,  that  this 
property  of  a  straight  line,  in  general  and  by  itself, 
is  known  to  us  from  principles,  for  it  is  known  from 
pure  intuition  only. 

I  shall  therefore  call  it  knowledge  from  principles, 
whenever  we  know  the  particular  in  the  general, 
by  means  of  concepts.  Thus  every  syllogism  of  reason 
is  a  form  of  deducing  some  kind  of  knowledge  from  a 
principle,  because  the  major  always  contains  a  con- 
cept which  enables  us  to  know,  according  to  a  prin- 
ciple, everything  that  can  be  comprehended  under 
the  conditions  of  that  concept.  As  every  general  know- 
ledge may  serve  as  a  major  in  such  a  syllogism,  and 
as  the  understanding  supplies  such  general  propo- 
sitions a  priori,  these  no  doubt  may,  with  reference 
to  their  possible  use,  be  called  principles.  [r-  .v>«] 

But,  if  we  consider  these  principles  of  the  pure 
understanding  in  themselves,  and  according  to  their 
origin,  we  find  that  they  are  anything  rather  than 
knowledge  from  concepts.  They  would  not  even  be 
possible  a  priori,  unless  we  relied  on  pure  intuition 
(in  mathematics)  or  on  conditions  of  a  possible  expe- 
rience in  general  That  everything  which  happens 
has  a  cause,  can  by  no  means  be  concluded  from  the 
concept  of  that  which  happens ;  on  the  contrary, 
that  very  principle  shows  in  what  nianuer  alone  we 
can  form  a  definite  empirical  concept  of  that  which 
happens. 
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It  is  impossible  therefore  for  the  understanding  to 
supply  us  with  synthetical  knowledge  from  concepts, 
and  it  is  really  that  kind  of  knowledge  which  I  call 
principles  absolutely  ;  while  all  general  propositions 
may  be  called  principles  relatively. 

It  is  an  old  desideratum,  wliich  at  tome  time,  how- 
ever distant,  may  be  realised,  that,  instead  of  the 
endless  varioty  of  civil  laws,  their  principles  might  be 
1 1;. --covered,  for  thus  alone  the  secret  might  be  found 
of  what  is  called  simplifying  legislation.  Such  laws, 
however,  are  only  limitations  of  our  freedom  under 
conditions  by  which  it  always  agrees  with  itself;  tins 
refer  to  something  which  is  entirely  our  own  work, 
and  of  which  we  ourselves  are  the  cauce,  by  means  of 
these  concepts.  But  that  objects  in  themselves,  as 
for  instance  material  nature,  should  be  subject  [p.  303] 
to  principles,  and  Ix.-  determined  according  to  ni> 
concepts,  is  something,  if  not  impossible,  at  all  events 
extremely  contradictory.  But  be  that  as  it  may  (for 
on  this  point  we  have  still  all  investigations  bet 
us),  so  much  at  least  is  clear,  that  knowledge  from 
principles  (by  itself)  is  something  totally  different 
from  mere  knowledge  of  the  understanding,  which, 
in  the  form  of  a  principle,  may  no  doubt  precede 
other  knowledge,  but  which  by  itself  (in  so  far  as  it 
is  synthetical)  is  not  based  on  mere  thought,  nor 
contains  anything  general,  according  to  concepts. 

If  the  understanding  is  a  faculty  for  producing 
unity  amoug  phenomena,  according  to  rules,  reason  is 
the  faculty  for  producing  unity  among  the  rules  ..t 
the  understanding,  according  to  principles.  Reason 
therefore  never  looks  directly  to  experience,  or  to  any 
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object,  but  to  the  understanding,  in  order  to  impart 
a  priori  through  concepts  to  its  manifold  kinds  of 
knowledge  a  unity  that  may  be  called  the  unity  of 
reason,  and  is  very  different  from  the  unity  which 
can  hi-  produced  by  the  understanding. 

This  is  a  general  definition  of  the  faculty  of  reason, 
so  far  as  it  was  possible  to  make  it  intelligible  with- 
out the  help  of  illustrations,  which  are  to  be  given 
hereafter. 

B.  Of  (he  Logical  use  of  Reason.      [p.  303] 

A  distinction  is  commonly  made  between  what  is 
immediately  known  and  what  is  only  inferred.  That 
in  a  figure  bounded  by  three  straight  lines  there  are 
three  angles,  is  known  immediately,  but  that  these 
angles  together  are  equal  to  two  right  angles,  is  only 
inferred.  As  we  are  constantly  obliged  to  infer, 
grow  ho  accustomed  to  it,  that  in  the  end  we  no 
longer  perceive  this  difference,  and  as  in  the  case  of 
the  so-called  deceptions  of  the  senses,  often  mistake 
what  we  have  Daly  inferred  for  something  perceived 
immediately.  In  every  syllogism  there  is  first  a 
fundamental  proposition;  secondly,  another  deduced 
from  it ;  and  lastly,  the  conclusion  (consequence),  ac- 
cording to  which  the  truth  of  the  latter  iH  indissoluhly 
connected  with  the  former.  If  the  judgment  or  the 
conclusion  is  so  clearly  contained  in  the  first  that  it 
can  be  inferred  from  it  without  the  mediation  or  in- 
tervention of  a  third  representation,  the  conclusion  is 
called  immediate  (consequentia  immediata) :  though 
I  should  prefer  to  call  it  a  conclusion  of  the  under- 
standing. But  if,  besides  the  fundamental  knowledge, 
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smother  judgment  is  required  to  bring  out  the  COS 
sequence,  then  the  conclusion  is  called  a  conclusion 
of  reason.  In  the  proposition  'all  men  are  mortal,' 
the  following  propositions  are  contained  :  some  men 
are  mortal ;  or  some  mortals  are  men ;  or  nothing  that 
is  immortal  is  a  man.  These  are  therefore  [p.  304] 
immediate  inferences  from  the  first.  The  proposi- 
tion, on  the  contrary,  all  the  learned  are  mortal,  is  not 
contained  in  the  fundamental  judgment,  because  the 
concept  of  learned  docs  not  occur  in  it,  and  can  only 
be  deduced  from  it  by  means  of  an  intervening 
judgment. 

In  every  syllogism  I  first  think  a  rule  (the  major) 
l>y  means  of  the  understanding.  I  then  bring  some 
special  knowledge  under  the  condition  of  the  rule 
(the  minor)  by  means  of  the  faculty  of  judgment, 
aud  I  finally  determine  my  knowledge  through  the 
predicate  of  the  rule  (conclusio),  that  is,  a  priori,  by 
means  of  reason.  It  is  therefore  the  relation  repre- 
sented by  the  major  proposition,  as  the  rule,  between 
knowledge  and  its  condition,  that  constitutes  the  dif- 
ferent kinds  of  syllogism.  Syllogisms  are  therefore 
threefold,  like  all  judgments,  differing  from  each 
other  in  the  manner  in  which  they  express  the  rela- 
tion of  knowledge  in  the  understanding,  namely, 
categorical,  hypothetical,  and  disjunctive. 

If,  im  often  happens,  the  conclusion  is  put  forward  as 
a  judgment,  in  order  to  see  whether  it  does  not  follow 
from  other  judgments  by  which  a  perfectly  diffennr 
objtot  is  conceived,  I  try  to  find  in  the  understanding 
the  assertion  of  that  conclusion,  in  order  to  see 
whether  it  does  not  exist  in  it,  under  certain  con- 
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<litioiis>  according  to  a  general  rule.  If  I  find  such 
a  condition,  and  if  the  object  of  the  conclusion  [p.  305] 
can  be  brought  under  the  given  condition,  then  that 
conclusion  follows  from  the  rule ;  which  is  valid  for 
other  objects  of  knowledge  also.  Thus  we  see  that 
reason,  in  forming  conclusions,  trios  to  reduce  the 
great  variety  of  the  knowledge  of  the  understanding 
to  the  smallest  number  of  principles  (general  con- 
ditions), and  thereby  to  produce  in  it  the  highest 
unity. 

C.    Of  the  pure  Use  of  Reason. 

The  question  to  which  we  have  at  present  to  give 
an  answer,  though  a  preliminary  one  only,  is  this, 
whether  reason  can  be  isolated  and  thus  constitute 
by  itself  an  independent  source  of  concepts  and  judg- 
ments, which  spring  from  it  alone,  and  through  which 
it  has  reference  to  objects,  or  whether  it  is  only  a  sub- 
ordinate faculty  for  imparting  a  certain  form  to  any 
given  knowledge,  namely,  a  logical  form,  a  faculty 
whereby  the  cognitions  of  the  understanding  are 
arranged  among  themselves  oidy,  and  lower  rules 
placed  under  higher  ones  (the  condition  of  the  latter 
comprehending  in  its  sphere  the  condition  of  the 
former)  so  far  as  all  this  can  be  done  by  their  com- 
parison. Variety  of  rules  with  unity  of  principles 
is  a  requirement  of  reason  for  the  purpose  of 
bringing  the  understanding  into  perfect  agreement 
with  itself,  just  as  the  understanding  brings  the 
variety  of  intuition  under  concepts,  and  thus  imparts 
to  intuition  a  connected  form.  Such  a  principle  how- 
ever prescribes  no  law  to  the  objects  them-    [p.  306] 
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selves,  nor  does  it  contain  the  ground  on  which  the 
possibility  of  knowing  and  determining  objects  de- 
pends. It  is  merely  a  subjective  law  of  economy, 
applied  to  the  stores  of  our  understanding ;  having 
for  its  purpose,  by  means  of  a  comparison  of  concepts, 
to  reduce  the  general  use  of  them  to  the  smallest 
possible  number,  but  without  giving  us  a  light  to 
demand  of  the  objects  themselves  such  a  uniformity 
as  might  conduce  to  the  comfort  and  the  extension  of 
our  understanding,  or  to  ascribe  to  that  maxim  any 
objective  validity.  In  one  word,  the  question  is, 
whether  reason  in  itself,  that  is  pure  reason,  contains 
synthetical  principles  and  rules  o  priori,  and  what 
those  principles  are  ? 

The  merely  formal  and  logical  procedure  of  reason 
in  syllogisms,  gives  us  sufficient  hints  as  to  the 
ground  on  which  the  transcendental  principle  of 
synthetical  knowledge,  by  means  of  pure  reason,  is 
likely  to  rest. 

First,  a  syllogism,  as  a  function  of  reason,  does  not 
refer  to  intuitions  in  order  to  bring  them  under  rules 
(as  the  understanding  d'M-s  with  its  categories),  but 
to  concepts  and  judgments.  Although  pure  reason 
refers  in  the  end  to  objects,  it  has  no  immediate  relation 
to  them  and  their  intuition,  but  only  to  the  under- 
standing and  its  judgments,  these  having  a  [p.  307] 
direct  relation  to  the  senses  and  their  intuition,  and 
determining  their  objects.  Unity  of  reason  is  therefore 
never  the  unity  of  a  possible  experience.bot  essentially 
different  from  it,  as  the  unity  of  the  understanding. 
That  everything  which  happens  has  a  cause,  is  not  a 
principle  discovered  or  prescribed  by  reason,  it  only 
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makes  the  unity  of  experience  possible  and  borrows 
nothing  from  reason,  which  willinit  this  relation  to 
possible  experience  could  never,  from  mere  concepts, 
have  prescribed  such  a  synthetical  unity. 

Secondly.  RMSOn,  in  its  logical  employment,  looks 
for  the  general  condition  of  its  judgment  (the  conclu- 
sion), and  the  syllogism  produced  by  reason  is  itself 
nothing  but  a  judgment  by  means  of  bringing  its 
condition  under  a  general  rule  (the  major).  But 
as  this  rule  is  again  liable  to  the  same  experiment, 
reason  having  to  seek,  as  long  as  possible,  the  con- 
dition of  a  condition  (by  means  of  a  pro-syllogism),  it 
is  easy  to  see  that  it  is  the  peculiar  principle 
of  reason  (in  its  logical  use)  to  find  for  every  con- 
ditioned knowledge  of  the  understanding  the  uncon- 
ditioned, whereby  the  unity  of  that  knowledge  may 
be  completed. 

This  logical  maxim,  however,  cannot  become  a  prin- 
i  aple  of  pure  reason,  unless  we  admit  that,  whenever 
the  condition  is  given,  the  whole  series  of  conditions, 
subordinated  to  one  another,  a  series,  which  [p.  308] 
consequently  is  unconditioned,  is  likewise  given  (that 
is,  is  e.intained  in  the  object  and  its  connection). 

Such  a  principle  of  pure  reason,  however,  is  evi- 
dently synthetical ;  for  analytically  the  conditioned 
refers  no  doubt  to  some  condition,  but  not  to  the  un- 
conditioned. From  this  principle  several  other  syn- 
thetical propositions  also  must  arise  of  which  the  pure 
understanding  knows  nothing  ;  because  it  has  to  deal 
with  objects  of  a  possible  experience  only,  the  know- 
ledge and  synthesis  of  which  are  always  conditioned. 
The  unconditioned,  if  it  is  really  to  be  admitted,  has 
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to  be  especially  considered  with  regard  to  all  the 
determinations  which  distinguish  it  from  whatever 
is  conditioned,  and  will  thus  supply  material  fur 
many  a  synthetical  proposition  a  priori. 

The  principles  resulting  from  this  highest  principle 
of  pure  reason  will  however  be  tramceiul.  nt,  with 
regard  to  all  phenomena  j  that  is  to  say,  it  will  be 
impossible  ever  to  make  any  adequate  empirical 
use  of  such  a  principle.  It  will  thus  be  cnm|>li  -I.  Is  dif- 
ferent from  all  principles  of  the  understanding,  the 
use  of  which  is  entirely  immanent  and  directed  to  the 

possibility  of  experience  only.    Tin-  task  that  is  now 

before  08  in  the  transcendental  Dialectic  which  has 
to  be  developed  from  sources  deeply  hidden  in  the 
human  reason,  is  this:  to  discover  the  correctness 
or  otherwise  of  the  principle  that  the  series  of  con- 
ditions (in  the  synthesis  of  phenomcua,  or  of  objective 
thought  in  general)  extends  to  the  unconditioned, 
and  wliat  consequences  result  therefrom  with  regard 
to  the  empirical  use  of  the  understanding : —  [p.  309] 
to  find  out  whether  there  is  really  such  an  objectively 
valid  principle  of  reason,  and  not  only,  in  place  of  it. 
a  logical  rule  which  requires  us,  by  ascending  to  ever 
higher  conditions,  to  approach  completeness,  and 
thus  to  bring  the  highest  unity  of  reason,  which  is 
possible  to  us,  into  our  knowledge:  to  find  out,  I 
say,  whether,  by  some  misconception,  I  man  tendency 
of  reason  has  not  been  mistaken  for  a  transcendental 
principle  of  pure  reason,  postulating,  without  Suffi- 
cient reflection,  alwolute  completeness  in  the  series  of 
conditions  in  the  objects  themselves,  and  what  kind 
of  misconceptions  and   illusions  may  in   that  case 
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have  crept  into  the  syllogisms  of  reason,  the  major 
proposition  of  which  has  been  taken  over  from  pure 
reason,  (being  perhaps  a  petitio  rather  than  a  postu- 
latum)  and  which  ascend  from  experience  to  its  con- 
ditions. We  shall  divide  it  into  two  parts,  of  which 
the  first  will  treat  of  the  transcendent  concepts  of  pure 
reason,  the  second  of  transcendent  and  dialectical 
syllogisms. 
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OF  THJS  CONCEPTS   OF  PURE  REASON. 


Whatever  may  be  thought  of  the  possibility  of 
concepts  of  pure  reason,  it  is  certain  that  they  are  not 
simply  obtained  by  reflection,  but  by  inference.  Con- 
cepts of  the  understanding  exist  a  priori,  before  ex- 
p'Tkiui-,  and  lor  the  sake  of  it,  but  they  contain 
nothing  but  the  unity  of  reflection  applied  to  pheno- 
mena, so  far  as  they  are  necessarily  intended  for  a 
possible  empirical  consciousness.  It  i8  through  them 
alone  that  knowledge  and  determination  of  an  object 
become  possible.  They  are  the  first  to  give  material 
for  conclusions,  and  they  are  not  preceded  by  any 
concepts  a  priori  of  objects  from  which  they  could 
themselves  be  deduced.  Their  objective  reality  how- 
ever depends  on  this,  that  because  they  constitute  the 
intellectual  form  of  all  experience,  it  is  necessary 
that  their  application  should  always  admit  of  being 
exhibited  in  experience. 

The  \ ■< -r\  name,  however,  of  a  concept  of  reason 
gives  a  kind  of  intimation  that  it  is  not  intended 
to  be  limited  to  experience,  becauso  it  refers  to  a 
kind  of  knowledge  of  which  every  empirical  know- 
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ledge  is  a  part  only  (it  may  be,  the  whole  [p.  3»«] 
of  possible  experience  or  its  empirical  synthesis) : 
and  to  which  all  real  experience  belongs,  though 
it  can  never  folly  attain  to  it.  Concepts  of  reason 
serve  for  conceiving  or  comprehending;  concepts  of 
the  understanding  for  understanding  (perceptions). 
If  they  contain  the  unconditioned,  thoy  refer  to 
sometliing  to  which  all  experience  may  belong,  but 
which  itself  can  never  become  an  object  of  expe- 
rience ; — something  to  which  reason  in  its  conclusions 
from  experience  leads  up,  and  by  which  it  estimates 
and  measures  the  degree  of  its  own  empirical  use, 
but  which  never  forms  part  of  empirical  synthesis. 
If  such  concepts  possess,  notwithstanding,  objective 
validity,  they  may  be  called  conceptus  ratiocinati 
(concepts  legitimately  formed);  if  they  have  only  been 
surreptitiously  obtained,  by  a  kind  of  illusory  con- 
clusion, they  may  be  called  conceptus  ratiocinantes 
(sophistical  concepts).  But  as  this  subject  can  only 
be  fully  treated  in  the  chapter  on  the  dialectical 
conclusions  of  pure  reason,  we  shall  say  no  more  of 
it  now,  but  shall  only,  as  we  gave  the  mime  of 
categories  to  the  pure  concepts  of  the  understanding, 
give  a  new  name  to  the  concepts  of  pure  reason, 
and  call  them  transcendental  ideas,  a  name  that  has 
now  to  be  explained  and  justified.  [p.  31a] 
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BOOK  I. 


First  Section. 

Of  Ideas  in  General. 

In  spite  of  the  great  wealth  of  our  languages,  a 
thoughtful  mind  i3  often  at  a  loss  for  an  expression 
that  should  square  exactly  with  ite  concept ;  and  for 
want  of  which  he  cannot  make  himself  altogether 
intelligible,  either  to  others  or  to  himself.  To  coin 
new  words  is  to  arrogate  to  oneself  legislative  power 
in  matters  of  lan^naev.  .1  |.roe«:edin<_'  which  seldom 
succeeds,  so  that,  before  taking  so  desperate  a  step,  it 
is  always  advisable  to  look  about,  in  dead  and  learned 
languages,  whether  they  do  not  contain  such  a 
concept  and  its  adequate  expression.  Even  if  it 
should  happen  that  the  original  meaning  of  tho 
word  li  me  somewhat  uncertain,  through  care- 

ISBBiiev  on  tin-  part  ■  •:'  its  KQthoSBj  it  is  better  never- 
theless to  determine  and  fix  the  meaning  which 
principally  belonged  to  it  (even  if  it  should  remain 
doubtful  whether  it  was  originally  used  exactly  in 
that  meaning),  than  to  spoil  our  labour  by  becoming 
unintelligible. 

Whenever  therefore  there  exista  one  single  word 
only  for  a  certain  concept,  which,  in  its  received 
meaning,  exactly  covers  that  concept,  and  [p.  313] 
when  it  is  of  great  consequence  to  keep  tliat  concept 
distinct  from  other  related  concepts,  we  ought  not 
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to  be  lavish  in  using  it  nor  employ  it,  for  the  sake  of 
variety  only,  as  a  synonyme  in  the  place  of  others, 
but  carefully  preserve  its  own  peculiar  meaning,  as 
otherwise  it  may  easily  happen  that  the  expression 
ceases  to  attract  special  attention,  ami  Iosch  itself 
in  a  crowd  of  other  words  of  very  different  import, 
so  that  the  thought,  which  that  expression  alone 
could  luive  preserved,  is  lost  with  it. 

From  the  way  in  which  Pluto  uses  the  term  idea, 
it  is  easy  to  see  that  he  meant  by  it  something 
which  not  only  was  never  borrowed  from  the  senses, 
but  which  even  far  transcends  the  concepts  of  the 
understanding,  with  which  Aristotle  occupied  himself, 
there  being  notlung  in  experience  corresponding  to 
them.  With  him  the  ideas  are  archetypes  of  things 
themselves,  not  only,  like  the  categories,  keys  to 
possible  experiences.  According  to  his  opinion  they 
flowed  out  from  the  highest  reason,  and  were  im- 
parted thence  to  human  reason,  which  however  exists 
no  lunger  in  its  original  state,  but  has  to  recall,  with 
difficulty,  the  old  but  now  very  obscure  ideas,  which 
it  does  by  means  of  reminiscence,  commonly  called 
philosophy.  I  shall  not  enter  here  on  any  literary 
discussions  in  order  to  determine  the  exact  meaning 
which  the  sublime  philosopher  himself  connected 
with  that  expression.  I  shall  only  remark,  [p.  314] 
that  it  is  by  no  means  unusual,  in  ordinary  con- 
versations, as  well  as  in  written  works,  that  by 
carefully  comparing  the  thoughts  uttered  by  an 
author  on  his  own  subject,  we  succeed  in  under- 
standing him  better  than  he  understood  himself, 
tacause  he  did  not  sufficiently  define  his  concept, 
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and  thus  not  only  spoke,  but  sometimes  even  thought, 
in  opposition  to  his  own  intentions. 

Plato  knew  very  well  that  our  faculty  of  know- 
ledge was  filled  with  a  much  higher  craving  than 
merely  to  spell  out  phenomena  according  to  a  syn- 
thetical unity,  and  thus  to  read  and  understand  them 
as  experience.  He  knew  that  our  reason,  if  left  to 
itself,  tries  to  soar  up  to  knowledge  to  which  no 
object  that  experience  may  give  can  ev«  correspond: 
but  which  nevertheless  is  real,  and  by  no  means  a 
mere  cobweb  of  the  brain. 

Plato  discovered  his  ideas  principally  in  what  is 
practical ',  that  is,  in  what  depends  on  freedom,  wind) 
again  belongs  to  a  class  of  knowledge  which  [p.  315] 
is  a  peculiar  product  of  reason.  He  who  would  derive 
the  concept  of  virtue  from  experience,  and  would 
change  what  at  best  could  only  serve  as  an  example  or 
an  imperfect  illustration,  into  a  type  and  a  source  of 
knowledge  (as  many  have  really  done),  would  indeed 
transform  virtue  into  an  equivocal  phantom,  changing 
according  to  times  and  c-ircumstauces,  and  utterly 
useless  to  serve  as  a  rule.  Everybody  can  surely 
perceive  that,  when  a  person  is  held  up  to  us  as  a 
model  of  virtue,  we  have  always  in  our  own  mind  tin- 
true  original  with  which  we  compare  this  so-called 

1  It  is  true,  however,  that  br  extruded  tiii  concept  of  idea*  to 
speculative  knowledge  also,  if  only  it  was  pure,  aud  given  entirely 
a  priori.  He  extended  it  even  to  mntbematica,  although  they  0111 
have  their  object  nowhere  bat  in  possible  experience.  In  this  I 
cannot  follow  him,  nor  in  the  my»tical  di  durtiun  of  his  ideas,  and 
in  the  exaggerations  which  led  him,  ax  it  were,  to  hypostasis*  the  in, 
although  the  high  flown  language  which  he  used,  when  treating  of 
t  hi*  subject,  may  well  admit  of  a  milder  interpretation,  and  one  more 
in  accordance  with  the  nature  of  thing*. 

VOL.  II.  T 
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model,  and  estimate  it  accordingly.  That  true  original 
is  the  idea  of  virtue,  in  regard  to  which  all  possible 
objects  of  experience  may  serve  as  examples  (proofs 
of  the  practieability,  in  a  certain  degree,  of  that  which 
is  required  by  the  concept  of  reason),  but  never  as 
archetypes.  That  no  man  can  ever  act  up  to  the 
pure  idea  of  virtue  does  not  in  the  least  prove  the 
chimerical  nature  of  that  concept ;  for  every  judg- 
ment as  to  the  moral  worth  or  unworth  of  actions 
is  possible  by  means  of  that  idea  only,  which  forms, 
therefore,  the  necessary  foundation  for  every  approach 
to  moral  perfection,  however  far  the  impediments 
inherent  in  human  nature,  which  it  is  difficult  to 
ili  (ermine,  may  keep  us  removed  from  it. 

The  Platonic  Republic  has  been  supposed  [p.  3'6] 
to  be  a  striking  example  of  purely  imaginary  per- 
fection. It  has  become  a  byword,  as  something  that 
could  exist  in  the  brain  of  an  idle  thinker  only,  and 
Brueker  thinks  it  ridiculous  that  Plato  could  have 
said  that  no  prince  could  ever  govern  well,  unless 
he  participated  in  the  ideas.  We  should  do  better, 
however,  to  follow  up  this  thought  and  endeavour 
(where  that  excellent  philosopher  leaves  us  without 
his  guidance)  to  place  it  in  a  clearer  light  by  our 
own  efforts,  rather  than  to  throw  it  aside  as  useless, 
under  the  miserable  and  very  dangerous  pretext  of 
its  impracticability.  A  constitution  founded  on  the 
greatest  possible  human  freedom,  according  to  laws 
which  enable  the  freedom  of  each  individual  to  exist 
by  the  side  of  the  freedom  of  others  (without  any 
regard  to  the  highest  possible  human  happiness, 
because  that  must  necessarily  follow  by  itself),  is. 
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to  say  the  least*  a  necessary  idea,  on  which  not  only 
the  first  plan  of  a  constitution  or  a  state,  but  all 
laws  must  be  based,  it  being  by  no  meaus  neces- 
sary to  take  account  from  the  beginning  of  exist- 
ing impediments,  which  may  owe  their  origin  not 
so  much  to  human  nature  itself  as  to  the  actual 
neglect  of  true  ideas  in  legislation.  For  nothing 
can  be  more  mischievous  and  more  unworthy  a 
philosopher  than  the  vulgar  appeal  to  what  is  called 
adverse  experience,  which  possibly  might  never  have 
existed,  if  at  the  proper  time  institutions  had  been 
framed  according  to  those  ideas,  and  not  [p.  3*7] 
according  to  crude  concepts,  which,  because  they 
were  derived  from  experience  only,  have  marred  all 
good  intentions.  The  more  legislation  and  govern- 
ment are  in  harmony  with  that  idea,  the  rarer,  no 
doubt,  punishments  would  become ;  and  it  is  therefore 
quite  rational  to  say  (as  Plato  did),  that  in  a  perfect 
state  no  punishments  would  be  necessary.  And 
though  this  can  never  be  realised,  yet  the  idea  is 
quite  correct  which  sets  up  this  maximum  as  an 
archetype,  in  order  thus  to  bring  our  legislative  con- 
stitutions nearer  and  nearer  to  the  greatest  possible 
perfection.  Which  may  be  the  highest  degree  where 
human  nature  must  stop,  and  how  wide  the  chasm 
may  be  between  the  idea  and  its  realisation,  no  one 
can  or  ought  to  determine,  because  it  is  this  very 
freedom  that  may  be  able  to  transcend  any  limits 
hitherto  assigned  to  it. 

1 1  a  not  only,  however,  where  human  reason  asserts 
its  free  causality  and  ideas  become  operative  agents 
(with  regard  to  actions  and  their  objects),  that  is  to 

t  2 
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say,  in  the  sphere  of  ethics,  hut  also  in  nature  itself, 
that  Plato  rightly  discovered  clear  proofs  of  its  origin 
from  ideas.  A  plant,  an  animal,  the  regular  plan  of 
the  cosmos  (most  likely  therefore  the  whole  order  of 
nature),  show  clearly  that  they  are  possible  [p.  318] 
according  to  ideas  only  ;  and  that  though  DO  single 
creature,  under  the  singular  conditions  of  its  existence, 
can  fully  correspond  with  the  idea  of  what  is  most 
perfect  of  its  kind  (as  little  as  any  individual  man 
with  the  idea  of  humanity,  which,  for  all  that,  he 
fairies  in  his  mind  as  the  archetype  of  all  his  actions). 
those  ideas  are  nevertheless  determined  throughout  in 
the  highest  understanding  each  hy  itself  as  unehange- 
uhle,  and  are  in  fact  the  original  causes  of  things, 
although  it  can  only  he  said  of  the  whole  of  them, 
connected  together  in  the  universe,  that  it  is  perfectly 
adequate  to  the  idea.  If  we  make  allowance  for  the 
exaggerated  expression,  the  effort  of  the  philosopher 
to  ascend  from  the  mere  observing  and  copying  of 
the  physical  side  of  nature  to  an  architectonic  system 
of  it,  teleologically,  that  is  according  to  ideas,  deserves 
respect  and  imitation,  while  with  regard  to  the 
principles  of  morality,  legislation,  and  religion,  where 
it  is  the  ideas  themselves  that  make  experience 
of  the  good  possihle,  though  they  can  never  he 
fully  realised  in  experience,  such  efforts  are  of  very 
eminent  merit,  which  those  only  fail  to  recognise 
who  attempt  to  judge  it  according  to  empirical  ruled, 
the  very  validity  of  which,  as  principles,  was  meant 
to  be  denied  by  Plato.  With  regard  to  nature,  it 
is  experience  no  doubt  which  supplies  us  with  rules 
and  is  the  fountain   of  all    truth :  with    regard   to 
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moral  laws,  on  the  contrary,  experience  is,  alas !  but 
tin-  source  of  illusion  ;  and  it  is  altogether  reprehen- 
sible to  derive  or  limit  tin-  laws  of  what  we  [p.  3*9) 
ought  to  do  according  to  our  experience  of  what  has 
been  done. 

Instead  of  considering  these  subjects,  the  full 
development  of  which  constitutes  in  reality  the 
peculiar  character  and  dignity  of  philosophy,  we 
have  to  occupy  ourselves  :it  present  with  a  task  less 
brilliant,  though  not  less  useful,  of  building  and 
strengthening  the  foundation  of  that  majestic  edifice 
of  morality,  which  at  present  is  undermined  by  all 
sort-,  ol  mole-tnieks,  the  work  of  mir  reason,  which 
thus  vainly,  but  always  with  the  same  confidence, 
is  searching  for  buried  treasures.  It  is  our  duty  at 
present  to  acquire  an  accurate  knowledge  of  the 
transcendental  use  of  the  pure  reason,  its  principles 
and  ideas,  in  order  to  be  able  to  determine  and 
estimate  correctly  their  influence  and  value.  But 
before  I  leave  this  preliminary  introduction,  I  beg 
those  who  really  care  for  philosophy  (which  means 
more  than  is  commonly  supposed),  if  they  are  oon- 
finoad  by  what  I  have  said  and  shall  still  have  to  say, 
to  take  the  term  idea,  in  its  original  meaning,  under 
their  special  protection,  so  that  it  should  no  longer 
be  lost  among  other  expressions,  by  which  all  sorts 
of  representations  are  loosely  designated,  to  the 
great  detriment  of  philosophy.  There  is  no  lack  of 
n. uncs  adequate  to  express  every  kind  of  represen- 
tation, without  our  having  to  encroach  on  the  pro- 
perty of  others.  I  shall  give  a  graduated  [p.  3»©] 
list  of  them.     The  whole  class  may  be  called  repre- 
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sentaiion  (repnesentatio).  Uuder  it  stands  conscious 
representation,  perception  (perceptio).  A  percept 
refrrring  to  the  subject  only,  as  a  modification  of 
his  state,  is  sensation  (sensatio),  while  an  objective 
sensation  is  called  knowledge,  cognition  (cognitio). 
Cognition  is  either  intuition  or  concept  (intuitus  vi-1 
conceptus).  The  former  refers  immediately  to  an 
object  and  is  singular,  the  latter  refers  to  it  me- 
diately, that  is,  by  means  of  a  characteristic  mark 
that  can  be  shared  by  several  things  in  common. 
A  concept  is  either  empirical  or  pure,  and  the  pure 
concept,  so  far  as  it  has  its  origin  in  the  under- 
standing only  (not  in  the  pure  image  of  sensibility) 
is  called  notion  (notio).  A  concept  formed  of  notions 
and  transcending  all  possible  experience  is  an  idea, 
or  a  concept  of  reason.  To  any  one  who  has  once 
accustomed  himself  to  these  distinctions,  it  must  be 
extremely  irksome  to  hear  the  representation  of 
red  colour  called  an  idea,  though  it  could  not  even 
be  rightly  called  a  notion  (a  concept  of  the  under- 
standing). 

TRANSCENDENTAL  DIALECTIC,    [ppr] 

BOOK    I. 
Second  Section. 

Of  Transcendental  Ideas. 

We  had  an  instance  in  our  transcendental  Analytic, 
how  the  mere  logical  form  of  our  knowledge  could 
contain  the  origin  of  pure  concepts  a  priori,  which 
represent  objects  antecedently  to  all  experience,  or 
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rather  indicate  a  synthetical  unity  by  which  alone  an 
empirical  knowledge  of  objects  becomes  possible. 
The  form  of  judgments  (changed  into  a  concept  of 
the-  synthesis  of  intuitions)  gave  us  the  categories 
that  guide  and  determine  the  use  of  the  under- 
standing in  every  experience.  We  may  expect, 
therefore,  that  the  form  of  the  syllogisms,  if  referred 
to  the  synthetical  unity  of  intuitions,  according  to 
the  manner  of  the  categories,  will  contain  the  origin 
of  certain  concepts  a  priori,  to  be  called  concepts  of 
pure  reason,  or  transcendental  ideas,  which  ought  to 
determine  the  use  of  the  understanding  within  the 
whole  realm  of  experience,  according  to  principles. 

We  saw  that  the  function  of  reason  in  its  syllogisms 
consisted  in  the  universality  of  cognition,  according 
to  concepts,  and  that  the  syllogism  itself  is  in  reality 
u  jinl_Mm  nr.  detl  riniiied  a  priori  in  the  whole  [p.  3™] 
extent  of  its  condition.  The  proposition  *Caius  is 
mortal,'  might  be  taken  from  experience,  by  means 
of  the  understanding  only.  But  what  we  want  is  a 
concept,  containing  the  condition  under  which  the 
predicate  (:issertion  in  general)  of  that  judgment  is 
given  (here  the  concept  of  man),  and  after  I  have 
arranged  it  under  this  condition,  taken  in  its  whole 
extent  (all  men  are  mortal),  I  proceed  to  determine 
accordingly  the  knowledge  of  my  object  (Caius  is 
mortal). 

What  we  are  doing  therefore  in  the  conclusion  of 
a  syllogism  is  to  restrict  the  predicate  to  a  certain 
object,  after  we  have  used  it  first  in  the  major,  in  its 
whole  extent,  under  a  certain  condition.  This  com- 
pleteness of  its  extent,  in  reference  to  such  a  condition. 
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is  called  imi vfi-s.-ility  (univemditas) ;  and  to  this  cor- 
ii  [loads,  in  the  synthesis  of  intuitions,  the  totality 
(universitas)  of  conditions.  The  transcendental  con- 
cept of  reason  is.  therefore,  nothing  but  the  concept 
of  the  totality  of  the  conditions  of  anything  given  as 
conditioned.  As  therefore  the  unconditioned  alone 
renders  a  totality  of  eonditionH  po&sible,  and  as  con- 
versely the  totality  of  conditions  must  always  be  un- 
conditioned, it  follows  that  a  pure  concept  of  reason 
in  general  may  be  explained  as  a  concept  of  the 
unconditioned,  so  far  as  it  contains  a  basis  for  the 
synthesis  of  the  conditioned. 

As  many  kinds  of  relations  as  there  are,  [i>.  323] 
which  the  understanding  represents  to  itself  by  means 
of  the  categories,  so  many  pure  concepts  of  the  reason 
we  shall  find,  that  is,  first,  the  unconditioned  of  the 
categorical  synthesis  in  a  subject ;  secondly,  the  un- 
conditioned of  the  Jii/pfifhc/irul  synthesis  of  the  mem- 
bers of  a  series ;  thirdly,  the  unconditioned  of  the  dis- 
junct ire  synthesis  of  the  parts  of  a  system. 

There  are  exactly  as  many  kinds  of  syllogisms, 
each  of  which  tries  to  advance  by  means  of  pro-syllo- 
gisms to  the  unconditioned :  the  first  to  the  subject, 
which  itself  is  no  longer  a  predicate ;  the  second  to 
the  presupposition,  which  presupposes  nothing  else ; 
anil  tin-  third  to  an  aggregate  of  the  members  of  a 
division,  which  requires  nothing  else,  in  order  to 
render  the  division  of  the  concept  complete.  Hence 
the  pure  concepts  of  reason  implying  totality 
in  the  synthesis  of  the  conditions  are  necessary,  at 
least  as  problems,  in  order  to  carry  the  unity  of  the 
understanding  to  the  unconditioned,  if  that  is  possible, 
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and  they  are  founded  in  the  nature  of  human  reason, 
even  though  these  transcendental  concepf 
without  any  proper  application  in  concrete,  and  thus 
have  no  utility  beyond  bringing  the  understanding 
into  a  direction  where  its  application,  being  extended 
as  far  as  possible,  is  brought  throughout  in  harmony 
with  itself. 

Whilst  speaking  here  of  the  totality  of  [p.  3*4] 
conditions,  and  of  the  unconditioned,  as  the  common 
title  of  all  the  concepts  of  reason,  we  again  meet 
\n  ith  a  term  winch  we  cannot  do  without,  but  which, 
by  long  abuse,  has  become  so  equivocal  that  we 
cannot  employ  it  with  safety.  The  term  absolute  is 
one  of  those  few  words  which,  in  their  original  mean- 
ing, were  fitted  to  a  concept,  which  afterwards  con  hi 
not  be  exactly  fitted  with  anv  other  word  of  the  nine 
language,  and  the  loss  of  which,  or  what  is  the  •  <:m< ■, 
the  loose  employment  of  which,  entails  the  loss  of 
the  concept  itself,  and  that  of  a  concept  with  which 

i.M-.Mii  ]s  constantly  occupied,  and  oaanot  dispeoM 

with  without  real  damage  to  all  transcendental  in- 
vestigations. At  present  the  term  absolute  is  fre- 
quently used  simply  in  Older  to  indicate  that  some- 
thing applies  to  au  object,  considered  in  itself,  and 
thus  as  it  were  internally.  In  this  way  absolutely 
possible  would  mean  that  something  is  possible  in 
itself  (internC-),  which  in  reality  is  the  least  that 
could  bo  said  of  it  It  is  sometimes  used  also  to 
indicate  that  something  is  valid  in  all  respects 
(without  limitation),  as  people  speak  of  absolute 
•\,  n  iLMity.  In  this  way  absolutely  possible  would 
mean  that  which  is  possible  in  all  respects,  and  this 
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18  again  the  utmost  that  could  be  said  of  the  possi- 
bility of  a  thing.  It  is  true  that  these  two  [p.  3»o] 
significations  sometimes  coincide,  because  something 
that  is  internally  impossible  is  impossible  also  in  every 
respect,  and  therefore  absolutely  impossible.  But 
in  most  cases  they  are  far  apart,  and  I  am  by  no 
means  justified  in  concluding  that,  because  something 
is  possible  in  itself,  it  is  possible  also  in  every  respect, 
that  is,  absolutely  possible.  Nay,  with  regard  to 
absolute  necessity,  I  shall  be  able  to  show  hereafter 
that  it  by  no  means  always  depends  on  internal 
necessity,  and  that  the  two  cannot  therefore  be  con- 
sidered synonymous.  No  doubt,  if  the  opposite  of  a 
thing  is  intrinsically  impossible,  tliat  opposite  is  also 
impossible  in  every  respect,  and  the  thing  itself  there- 
fore absolutely  necessary.  But  I  cannot  conclude 
conversely,  that  the  opposite  of  what  is  absolutely 
necessary  is  internally  impossible,  or  that  the  absolute 
necessity  of  things  is  the  same  as-  an  internal  neces- 
sity. For  in  certain  cases  that  internal  necessity  is 
an  entirely  empty  expression,  with  which  we  cannot 
connect  the  least  concept,  while  that  of  the  necessity 
of  a  thing  in  every  respect  (with  regard  to  all  that  is 
possible)  implies  very  peculiar  determinations.  As 
therefore  the  loss  of  a  concept  which  has  acted  a 
great  part  in  speculative  philosophy  can  never  be 
indifferent  to  philosophers,  I  hope  they  will  also  take 
some  interest  in  the  definition  and  careful  preservation 
of  the  term  with  which  that  concept  is  connected. 

I  shall  therefore  use  the  term  absolute  in  [p.  326] 
this  enlarged  meaning  only,  in  opposition  to  that 
which  is  used  relatively  and  in  particular  respects 
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only,  the  latter  being  restricted  to  conditions,  the 
former  free  from  any  restrictions  whatsoevi  1 

It  is  then  the  absolute  totality  in  the  synthesis  of 
conditions  at  which  the  transcendental  concept  of 
reason  aims,  nor  does  it  rest  satisfied  till  it  has 
reached  that  which  is  unconditioned  absolutely  and 
in  every  respect.  Pure  reason  leaves  everything  to 
the  understanding,  which  has  primarily  to  do  with 
the  objects  of  intuition,  or  rather  their  synthesis  in 
imagination.  It  is  only  the  absolute  totality  in  the 
use  of  the  concepts  of  the  understanding,  which 
reason  reserves  for  itself,  while  trying  to  carry  tba 
synthetical  unity,  which  is  realised  in  the  category,  to 
the  absolutely  unconditioned.  We  might  therefore 
call  the  latter  the  unity  of  the  phenomena  in  reason, 
the  former,  which  is  expressed  by  the  category,  the 
unity  in  the  understanding.  Hence  reason  is  only 
concerned  with  the  use  of  the  understanding,  not  so 
far  as  it  contains  the  basis  of  possible  experience  (for 
the  absolute  totality  of  conditions  is  not  a  concept 
that  can  be  used  in  experience,  because  no  experience 
is  unconditioned),  but  in  order  to  impart  to  it  a  direc- 
tion towards  a  certain  unity  of  which  the  understand- 
ing knows  nothing,  and  which  is  meant  to  comprehend 
all  acts  of  the  understanding,  with  regard  to  [p.  3*7] 
any  object,  into  an  absolute  whole.  On  this  account 
the  objective  use  of  the  pure  concepts  of  reason  must 
always  be  transcendent :  while  that  of  the  pure  con- 
cepts of  the  understanding  must  always  be  imma- 
nent, being  by  its  very  nature  restricted  to  possible 
experience. 

By  idea  I  understand   the   necessary  concept  of 
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reason,  to  which  the  senses  can  supply  no  correspond- 
ing >l.j(  ret.  The  concepts  of  reason,  therefore,  of  which 
we  have  been  speaking,  are  frany,  mienbil  ideas. 
They  are  concepts  of  pure  reason,  so  far  aa  it  regardt 
all  empirical  knowledge  as  determined  by  an  absolute 
totality  of  conditions.  They  are  not  mere  fancies,  but 
supplied  to  us  by  the  vers  Baton  of  reason,  and  refer- 
ring by  necessity  to  the  whole  use  of  the  understand- 
ing. They  are,  lastly,  transcendent,  as  overstepping 
the  limits  of  all  experience  which  can  never  supply 
an  object  adequate  to  the  transcendental  idea.  If  we 
speak  of  an  idea,  we  say  a  great  deal  with  respect  to 
the  obj  ibjcct  of  the  pure  understanding)  but 

very  little  with  respect  to  the  subject,  that  is,  with 
respect  to  its  reality  under  empirical  conditions,  be- 
cause an  idea,  being  the  concept  of  a  maximum,  can 
never  be  adequately  given  in  ooacrefeo.  As  the  latter 
is  really  the  whole  aim  in  the  merely  specu-  [p.  328] 
hit  ive  use  of  reason,  and  as  the  mere  approaching  a 
concept,  which  in  reality  can  never  be  reached,  is  the 
.mum  ;:•■  if  tin-  ./i,iier|)t  we iv  missed  altogether,  people, 
when  speaking  of  such  a  concept,  are  wont  to  say,  it 
is  an  idea  only.  Thus  one  might  say,  that  the  abso- 
lute whole  of  all  phenomena  is  an  idea  only,  for  as 
we  can  never  form  a  representation  of  such  a  whole, 
it  remains  a  problem  without  a  solution.  In  the 
practical  use  of  the  understanding,  on  the  contrary, 
where  we  are  only  concerned  with  practice,  according 
to  rules,  the  idea  of  practical  reason  can  always  be 
realised  in  concreto,  although  partially  only  ;  nay,  it 
is  the  indispensable  condition  of  all  practical  use  of 
reason.    The  practical  realisation  of  the  idea  is  here 
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always  limited  and  deficient,  but  these  limits  cannot 
be  defined,  and  it  always  remains  under  the  influence 
of  a  concept,  implying  absolute  completeness  and 
perfection.  The  practical  idea  is  therefore  in  this 
case  truly  fruitful,  and.  with  regard  to  practical  con- 
duct, indispensable  and  necessary.  In  it  pure  reason 
becomes  a  cause  and  active  power,  capable  of  realising 
what  is  contained  in  its  concept.  Hence  we  cannot 
say  of  wisdom,  as  if  contemptuously,  that  it  is  an 
idea  only,  but  for  the  very  reason  that  it  contains  tho 
idea  of  the  necessary  uuity  of  all  possible  aims,  it 
must  determine  all  practical  acts,  as  an  original  and, 
at  least,  limitative  condition. 

Although  we  must  say  that  all  trans-  [p.  3*9] 
oendental  concepts  of  reason  are  ideas  only,  they  are 
not  therefore  to  be  considered  as  lupucflootn  and 
useless.  For  although  we  cannot  by  them  determine 
any  object,  they  may  DSTeztheleBSj  wen  unobserved, 
supply  the  understanding  with  a  canon  or  rule  of 
its  extended  and  consistent  use,  by  which,  though 
no  object  can  be  better  known  than  it  is  according 
to  its  concepts,  yet  the  understanding  may  be  better 
guided  onwards  in  its  knowledge,  not  to  mention 
that  they  may  possibly  render  practicable  a  trans- 
ition from  physical  to  practical  concepts,  and  (fans 
impart  to  moral  ideas  a  certain  strength  and  con- 
nection with  the  speculative  knowledge  of  1 
On  all  this  more  light  will  be  thrown  in  the  sequel. 

For  our  present  purposes  we  are  obliged  to  set  aside 
a  consideration  of  these  practical  ideas,  and  to  treat 
of  reason  in  its  speculative,  or  rather,  in  a  still  more 
limited  sense,  its  purely  transcendental    use.     Hero 
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we  must  follow  the  same  road  which  we  took  before 
in  the  deduction  of  the  categories ;  that  is,  we  must 
consider  the  logical  form  of  all  knowledge  of  reason, 
and  see  whether  reason  also  may  become  a  source  of 
concepts,  enabling  us  to  regard  objects  in  themselves, 
as  determined  synthetically  a  jiriori,  in  relation  to 
one  or  other  of  the  functions  of  reason. 

Reason,  if  considered  as  a  faculty  of  a  [p.  330] 
certain  logical  form  of  knowledge,  is  the  faculty  of 
concluding,  that  is.  of  judging  mediately,  by  bringing 
the  condition  of  a  possible  under  the  condition  of  a 
given  judgment.  The  given  judgment  is  the  general 
rule  (major).  Bringing  the  condition  of  another 
possible  judgment  under  the  condition  of  the  rule, 
which  may  be  called  subsumption,  is  the  minor,  and 
the  actual  judgment,  which  contains  the  assertion  of 
the  rule  in  the  subsumed  case,  is  the  conclusion. 
We  know  that  the  rule  asserts  something  as  general 
under  a  certain  condition.  The  condition  of  the  nil- 
is  then  found  to  exist  in  a  given  case.  Then  that 
which,  under  that  condition,  was  asserted  as  generally 
valid,  has  to  be  considered  as  valid  in  that  given  case 
also,  which  complies  with  that  condition.  It  is  easy 
to  see  therefore  that  reason  arrives  at  knowledge  by 
acts  of  the  understanding,  which  constitute  a  series 
of  conditions.  If  I  can  only  arrive  at  the  proposition 
that  all  bodies  are  changeable,  by  starting  from  a 
more  remote  knowledge  (which  does  not  yet  contain 
the  concept  of  body,  but  a  condition  of  such  a  con- 
cept only),  namely,  that  all  which  is  composite  is 
changeable  ;  and  then  proceed  to  something  less 
remotely  known,  and  depending  on  the  former,  namely, 
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that  bodies  are  composite  :  and  lastly  only  advance 
to  :i  third  proposition,  connecting  the  more  remote 
knowledge  (changeable)  with  the  given  case,  and  con- 
clude that  bodies  therefore  are  changeable,  [p.  331] 
we  see  that  we  have  to  paBs  through  a  series  of 
conditions  (premisses'),  l.efora  we  can  arrive  at  know- 
ledge that  may  be  called  a  conclusion.  Every  series, 
the  exponent  » it*  which  (whether  of  a  categorical  or  hy- 
pothetical judgment)  is  given,  can  be  continued,  so 
that  this  procedure  of  reason  leads  to  ratiocinatio 
polysyllogistica,  a  series  of  conclusions  which,  either 
on  the  side  of  the  conditions  (per  prosy llogismos)  or 
of  the  conditioned  (per  episyllogismos),  may  be  con- 
tinued indefinitely. 

It  is  soon  perceived,  however,  that  the  chain  or  series 
of  prosyllogisms,  that  is,  of  knowledge  deduced  on  the 
side  of  reasons  or  conditions  of  a  given  knowledge, 
in  other  words,  the  ascending  series  of  syllogisms, 
must  stand  in  a  very  different  relation  to  the  faculty 
of  reason  from  that  of  the  descending  series,  that  is, 
of  the  progress  of  reason  on  the  side  of  the  con- 
ditioned, by  means  of  episyllogisms.  For,  as  in  the 
former  case  the  knowledge  embodied  in  the  conclusion 
is  given  as  conditioned  only,  it  is  impossible  to  arrive 
at  it  by  means  of  reason  in  any  other  way  except  under 
the  supposition  at  least  that  all  the  members  of  the 
series  on  the  side  of  the  conditions  are  given  (totality 
in  the  series  of  premisses),  because  it  is  under  that 
supposition  only  that  the  contemplated  judgment 
a  priori  is  possible ;  while  on  the  side  of  the  con- 
ditioned, or  of  the  inferences,  we  can  only  [p.  33a] 
think  of  a  growing  series,  not  of  one  presupposed  as 
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complete  or  given,  that  is,  of  a  potential  progression 
only.  Hence,  when  our  kuowlcdgc  is  considered  as 
conditioned,  reason  is  constrained  to  look  upon  the 
aeries  of  conditions  in  the  ascending  line  as  complete 
and  given  in  their  totality.  But  if  the  same  know- 
ledge is  looked  upon  at  the  same  time  as  a  condition 
of  other  kinds  of  knowledge,  which  constitute  among 
themselves  a  series  of  inferences  in  a  descending 
line,  it  is  indifferent  to  reason  how  far  that  pro- 
ii  may  go,  a  parte  posteriori,  or  whether  a 
totality  of  the  sciir  le    :it   :il).  because  such 

a  series  is  not  required  for  the  conclusion  in  hand, 
which  is  sufficiently  determined  and  secured  on 
grounds  a  parte  priori.  Whether  the  series  of  pre- 
misses on  the  side  of  the  conditions  have  a  some- 
thing that  stands  first  as  the  highest  condition,  or 
whether  it  he  without  limits  a  parte  priori,  it  must 
at  all  events  contain  a  totality  of  conditions,  even 
though  we  should  never  succeed  in  comprehending 
it ;  and  the  whole  series  must  be  unconditionally 
true,  if  the  conditioned,  which  is  considered  as  a 
consequence  resulting  from  it,  is  to  be  accepted  as 
true.  This  is  a  demand  of  reason  which  pronounces 
its  knowledge  as  determined  a  priori  :md  as  neces- 
sary, either  in  itself,  and  in  that  case  it  requires  no 
reasons,  or,  if  derivative,  as  a  member  of  a  series  of 
reasons,  which  itself  is  unconditionally  true. 
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TRANSCENDENTAL  DIALECTIC.     [P.  333] 

BOOK  1. 

Third  Section. 

Syttem  of  Transcendental  Ideas. 

We  aro  not  at  present  concerned  with  logical  Dia- 
lectic, which  takes  no  account  of  the  contents  of 
knowledge,  and  has  only  to  lay  bare  the  illusions  in 
the  form  of  syllogisms,  but  with  transcendental  Dia- 
lectic, which  is  supposed  to  contain  entirely  a  priori 
the  origin  of  certain  kinds  of  knowledge,  arising  from 
pure  reason,  and  of  certain  deduced  concepts,  the 
object  of  which  can  never  be  given  empirically,  and 
which  therefore  lie  entirely  outside  the  domain  of  the 
pure  understanding.  We  gathered  from  the  natural 
relation  which  must  exist  between  the  transcendental 
and  the  logical  use  of  our  knowledge,  in  syllogisms 
as  well  as  in  judgments,  that  there  must  be  three 
kinds  of  dialectic  syllogisms,  and  no  more,  corre- 
sponding to  the  three  kinds  of  conclusion  by  which 
reason  may  from  principles  arrive  at  knowledge,  and 
that  in  all  of  these  it  is  the  object  of  reason  to  ascend 
from  the  conditioned  synthesis,  to  which  the  under- 
standing is  always  restricted,  to  an  unconditioned 
synthesis,  which  the  understanding  can  never  reach. 

The  relations  which  all  our  representations  share 
in  common  are,  ist,  relation  to  the  subject ;  andly, 
the  relation  to  objects,  either  as  phenomena,  [p.  334] 
or  as  objects  of  thought  in  general.     If  we  connect 

vol.  11.  u 
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this  subdivision  with  the  main  division,  we  see  that 
the  relation  of  the  representations  of  which  we  can 
form  a  concept  or  an  idea  can  only  be  threefold  : 
ist,  the  relation  to  the  subject ;  2ndly,  the  relation 
to  the  manifold  of  tin-  phenomenal  object;  3nlly, 
the  relation  to  ;ili  things  in  general. 

All  pure  concepts  in  general  aim  at  a  synthetical 
unity  of  representations,  while  concepts  of  pure 
reason  (transcendental  ideas)  aim  at  unconditioned 
synthetical  unity  of  all  conditions.  All  transcendental 
ideas  therefore  can  be  arranged  in  three  classes  :  the 
«  ^  first  containing  the  absolute  (unconditioned)  tmUff 
tf  As  thinking  subject .  tin-  toeond  the  absolute  unity 
of  the  eeriea  of  conditions  of  phenomena ;  the  third  the 
absolute  unity  of  the  condition  (f  alt  objects  of  thought 
in  general. 

The  thinking  subject  is  the  object-matter  of  psycho- 
logy, the  system  of  all  phenomena  (the  world)  the 
object-matter  of  cosmology,  and  the  being  which  con- 
tains the  highest  condition  of  the  possibility  of  all 
that  can  be  thought  (the  Being  of  all  Beings),  the 
object-matter  of  theology.  Thus  it  is  pure  reason 
which  supplies  the  idea  of  a  transcendental  science 
of  the  soul  (psychologia  ralionalis),  of  a  transcendental 
science  of  the  world  (cosmohgia  rationah's),  and,  lastly, 
of  a  transcendental  science  of  God  (theologia  [p.  335] 
tran trend rntalis).  Even  the  mere  plan  of  any  one 
of  these  three  sciences  does  not  come  from  the  under- 
standing, even  if  connected  with  the  highest  logical 
use  of  reason,  that  is,  with  all  possible  conclusions, 
leading  from  one  of  its  objects  (phenomenon)  to  all 
others,  and  on   to  the  most  remote  parts  of  any 
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possible  empirical  synthesis,— but  is  altogether  a  pure 
and  genuine  product  or  rather  problem  of  pure  reason. 

What  kinds  of  pure  concepts  of  reason  are  com- 
prehended under  these  three  titles  of  all  transcen- 
dental ideas,  will  be  fully  explained  in  tin-  following 
chapter.  They  follow  the  thread  of  the  categories, 
tor  pure  reason  never  refers  direct  to  objects,  but  to 
the  concepts  of  objects,  framed  by  the  understanding. 
Nor  can  it  be  rendered  clear,  except  hereafter  in  a 
detailed  explanation,  how  first,  reason  simply  by  tho 
synthetical  use  of  the  same  function  which  it  employs 
for  categorical  syllogisms,  is  necessarily  led  on  to  the 
concept  of  the  absolute  unity  of  the  thinking  subject ; 
secondly,  how  the  logical  procedure  in  hypothetical 
syllogisms  leads  to  the  idea  of  something  absolutely 
unconditioned,  in  a  series  of  given  conditions,  and 
how,  thirdly,  the  mere  form  of  the  disjunctive  syl- 
logism produces  necessarily  the  highest  concept  of 
reason,  that  of  a  Being  of  all  beings;  a  thought  which, 
at  first  sight,  seems  extremely  paradoxical.        [p.  336] 

No  objective  deduction,  like  that  given  of  the 
categories,  is  possible  with  regard  to  these  transcen- 
dental ideas ;  they  are  ideas  only,  and  for  that  very 
reason  they  have  no  relation  to  any  object  corre- 
sponding to  them  in  experience.  What  we  could 
undertake  to  give  was  a  subjective  deduction  *  of 
them  from  the  nature  of  reason,  and  this  has  been 
given  in  the  present  chapter. 

We  can  easily  perceive  that  pure  reason  has  no 

other  aim  but  the  absolute  totality  of  synthesis  em 

tite  side  of  conditions  (whether  of  inherence,  depend- 

1  Instead  of  Auleiiun-j  read  AUeitxiny. 
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ence,  or  concurrence),  and  that  it  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  absolute  completeness  on  the  part  of  the 
conditioned.  It  is  the  former  only  which  in  required 
for  presupposing  the  whole  series  of  conditions,  and 
thus  presenting  it  a  priori  to  the  understanding.  If 
once  wo  have  a  given  condition,  complete  and  un- 
conditioned itself,  no  concept  of  reason  is  required 
to  continue  the  series,  because  the  understanding 
takes  by  itself  every  step  downward  from  the  con- 
dition to  the  conditioned.  The  transcendental  ideas 
therefore  serve  only  for  ascending  in  the. series  of 
conditions  till  they  reach  the  unconditioned,  that  is, 
the  principles.  With  regard  to  descending  to  the 
conditioned,  there  is  no  doubt  a  widely  ex-  [p.  337] 
tended  logical  use  which  our  reason  may  make  of 
the  rules  of  the  understanding,  but  no  transcen- 
dental one ;  and  if  we  form  an  idea  of  the  absolute 
totality  of  such  a  synthesis  (by  progressus),  as,  for 
instance,  of  the  whole  series  of  all  future  changes  in 
the  world,  this  is  only  a  thought  (ens  rationis)  that 
may  be  thought  if  we  like,  but  is  not  presupposed  as 
necessary  by  reason.  For  the  possibility  of  the  con- 
ditioned, the  totality  of  its  conditions  only,  but  not 
of  its  consequences,  is  presupposed.  Such  a  concept 
therefore  is  not  one  of  the  transcendental  ideas,  with 
which  alone  we  have  to  deal. 

Finally,  we  can  perceive,  that  there  is  among  the 
transcendental  ideas  themselves  a  certain  connection 
and  unity  by  which  pure  reason  brings  all  its  know- 
ledge into  one  system.  There  is  in  the  progression 
from  our  knowledge  of  ourselves  (the  soul)  to  a  know- 
ledge of  the  world,  and  through  it  to  a  knowledge  of 
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the  Supreme  Being,  something  so  natural  that  it  looks 
like  the  logical  progression  of  reason  from  premisses 
to  a  conclusion '.  Whether  there  exists  here  a  real 
though  hidden  relationship,  such  :is  we  saw  hefore 
between  the  logical  and  transcendental  use  of  reason, 
is  also  one  of  the  questions  the  answer  to  which  can 
only  be  given  in  the  progress  of  these  investigations. 
For  the  present  we  have  achieved  what  we  [p.  338] 
wished  to  achieve,  by  removing  the  transcendental 
concepts  of  reason,  which  in  the  systems  of  other 
philosophers  are  generally  mixed  up  with  other 
concepts,  without  being  distinguished  even  from  the 
concepts  of  the  understanding,  out  of  so  equivocal  a 
position ;  by  being  able  to  determine  their  origin  and 
thereby  at  the  same  time  their  number,  which  can 
never  be  exceeded,  and  by  thus  bringing  them  into 
a  systematic  connection,  marking  out  and  enclosing 
thereby  a  separate  field  for  pure  reason, 

1  See  Supplement  XXVL 
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One  might  say  that  the  object  of  a  purely  tran- 
scendental idea  is  something  of  which  wo  have  no 
concept,  although  the  idea  is  produced  with  n< 
according  to  the  original  laws  of  reason.  Nor  is  it 
possible  indeed  to  form  of  an  object  that  should  In- 
adequate to  the  demands  of  reason,  a  concept  of  the 
understanding,  that  is,  a  concept  which  coidd  be 
shown  in  any  possible  experience,  and  rendered  per- 
ceptible. It  woidd  be  better,  however,  and  [p.  339] 
less  liable  to  misunderstandings,  to  say  that  we  can 
have  no  knowledge  of  an  object  corresponding  to  an 
idea,  but  a  problematic  concept  only. 

The  transcendental  (subjective)  reality  at  least  of 
pure  concepts  of  reason,  depends  on  our  being  led 
to  such  ideas  by  a  necessary  syllogism  of  reason. 
There  will  be  syllogisms  therefore  which  have  no 
empirical  premisses,  and  by  means  of  which  we  con- 
chide  from  something  which  we  know  to  something 
else  of  which  we  have  no  concept,  and  to  which, 
constrained  by  an  inevitable  illusion,  we  nevertheless 
attribute  objective  reality.    As  regards  their  result, 


TRANSCENDENTAL    DIALECTIC: 


295 


such  syllogisms  are  rather  to  be  called  sophistical 
than  rational,  although,  as  regards  their  origin. 
thoy  may  claim  tho  latter  name,  because  they  are 
not  purely  fictitious  or  accidental,  but  products  of 
tiia  very  nature  of  reason.  They  are  sophistications, 
not  of  men,  but  of  pure  reason  itself,  from  which 
even  the  wisest  of  men  cannot  escape.  All  he  can 
do  is,  with  great  effort,  to  guard  against  error, 
though  never  able  to  rid  himself  completely  of  an 
illusion  which  constantly  torments  and  mocks  him. 

Of  these  dialectical  syllogisms  of  reason  there  are 
therefore  three  classes  only,  that  is  as  many  as  the 
ideas  to  which  these  syllogisms  lead.  In  [p.  340] 
the  syllogism  of  the  firtt  class,  I  conclude  from  the 
transcendental  concept  of  the  subject,  which  contains 
nothing  manifold,  the  absolute  unity  of  the  subj. 
itself,  of  which  however  I  have  no  concept.  This 
dialectical  syllogism  I  shall  call  the  transcendental 
pamlixfUm. 

The  second  class  of  the  so-called  sophistical  syl- 
logisms aims  at  the  transcendental  concept  of  an 
absolute  totality  in  the  series  of  conditions  to  any 
given  phenomenon ;  and  I  conclude  from  the  feet 
that  my  concept  of  the  unconditioned  synthetical 
unity  of  the  scries  is  always  self-contradictory  on 
one  side,  the  correctness  of  the  opposite  unity,  of 
which  nevertheless  I  have  no  concept  cither.  1 
state  of  reason  in  this  class  of  dialectical  syllogisms, 
I  shall  call  the  antinomy  of  pure  reason. 

Lastly,  according  to  the  third  class  of  sophistical 
syllogisms,  I  conclude  from  the  totality  of  con- 
ditions, under  which  objects  in  general,  so  far  as  they 
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can  be  given  to  me,  must  be  thought,  the  absolute 
synthetical  unity  of  all  conditions  of  the  possibility  of 
things  in  general ;  that  is  to  say,  I  conclude  from 
things  which  I  do  not  know  according  to  their  mere 
transcendental  concept,  a  Being  of  all  beings,  which 
I  know  still  less  through  a  transcendent  concept, 
and  of  the  unconditioned  necessity  of  which  I  can 
form  no  concept  whatever.  This  dialectical  syllogism 
of  reason  I  shall  call  the  ideal  of  pure  reason. 
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OK   THE    PARALOGISMS   OF    PURE   REASON. 


The  logical  paralogism  consists  in  the  formal 
fan  1  tineas  of  a  conclusion,  without  any  reference  to 
its  contents.  But  a  transcendental  paralogism  ariaee 
from  a  transcendental  cause,  which  drives  us  to 
a  formally  false  conclusion.  Such  a  paralogism, 
therefore,  depends  most  likely  on  the  very  nature  of 
human  reason,  and  produces  an  illusion  which  is 
inevitable,  though  not  insoluble. 

We  now  come  to  a  concept  which  was  not  inserted 
in  our  general  list  of  transcendental  concepts,  and  yet 
must  be  reckoned  with  them,  without  however  chang- 
ing that  table  in  the  least,  or  proving  it  to  be  deficient. 
This  is  the  concept,  or,  if  the  term  is  preferred,  the 
judgment,  /  think.  It  is  easily  seen,  however,  that 
this  concept  is  the  vehicle  of  all  concepts  in  general, 
therefore  <>f  transcendental  concepts  also,  being  always 
comprehended  among  them,  and  being  itself  tran- 
scendental also,  though  without  any  claim  to  a  special 
title,  inasmuch  as  it  serves  only  to  introduce  all 
thought,  as  belonging  to  consciousness.  However  free 
that  concept  may  be  from  all  that  is  empirical    [p.  34*] 
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(impressions  of  the  senses),  it  serves  nevertheless  to 
distinguish  two  objects  within  the  nature  of  our 
faculty    of  representation.      /,  as    thinking,  am  an 

object  of  the  internal  sense  and  am  called  soul.  That 

which  is  an  object  of  the  externa]  senses  is  called 
body.  The  term  I,  as  a  thinking  being,  signifies  t  he- 
object  of  psych  which  may  be  called  the  ra- 
tional science  of  the  soul,  supposing  that  wo  want 
to  know  nothing  about  the  soul  except  what,  in- 
dependent of  all  experience  (which  determines  the  I 
more  especially  and  in  ennercto),  can  be  deduced  from 
the  concept  of  I,  so  far  as  it  is  present  in  every 
act  of  thought. 

Now  the  rational  Beienoa  o£  the  soul  is  really  such 
an  undertaking  ;  for  if  the  smallest  empirical  element 
of  my  thought  or  any  particular  perception  of  my 
internal  state  were  mixed  up  with  the  sources  from 
which  that  science  derives  its  materials,  it  would  he 
an  empirical,  and  no  longer  a  purely  rational  science 
of  the  soul.  There  is  therefore  a  pretended  science, 
founded  on  the  single  proposition  of  J  think,  and  the 
soundness  or  unsoundness  of  which  may  well  be  ex- 
amined iu  this  place,  according  to  the  principles  of 
transcendental  philosophy.  It  should  not  be  objected 
that  oven  in  that  proposition,  which  expresses  the 
perception  of  oneself,  I  have  an  internal  experience, 
and  that  therefore  the  rational  science  of  the  soul, 
which  is  founded  on  it,  can  never  be  quite  [p.  343] 
pure,  but  rests,  to  a  certain  extent,  on  an  empirical 
principle.  For  this  inner  perception  is  nothing  more 
than  the  mere  apperception,  /  think,  without  which 
all  transcendental  concepts  would  be  impossible,  in 
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which  we  really  say,  I  think  the  substance,  I  think 
the  cause,  etc.  This  internal  experience  in  general 
and  its  possibility,  or  perception  in  general  and  its 
relation  to  other  perceptions,  there  being  no  special 
distinction  or  empirical  determination  of  it,  cannot  be 
regarded  as  empirical  knowledge,  but  must  be  regarded 
as  knowledge  of  the  empirics]  in  general,  and  falls 

therefore  cinder  the  investigation  of  Hub  possibility  of 

all  experience,  which  investigation  is  certainly  tran- 
scendental. The  smallest  object  of  perception  (even 
pleasure  arid  pain),  if  added  to  the  general  re- 
presentation of  sell-consciousness,  would  at  once 
change  rational  into  empirical  psychology. 

/  think  is,  therefore,  the  only  text  of  rational  psy- 
chology, out  of  winch  it  must  evolve  all  its  wisdom. 
It  is  easily  seen  that  this  thought,  if  it  is  to  be 
applied  to  an  object  (my  self),  cannot  contain  any  but 
transcendental  predicates,  because  the  smallest  em- 
pirical predicate  would  spoil  the  ratioii.il  purity  of 
thfl  Bdence,  and  its  ini.lepiinl.uee  of  all  experience. 

We  shall  therefore  follow  the  thread  of  the  [i>.  344] 
categories,  with  this  difference,  however,  that  as  here 
U10  first  thing  which  is  given  is  a  thing,  the  I,  a 
thinking  being,  we  must  begin  with  the  category  of 
substance,  by  which  a  thing  in  itself  is  represented, 
and  then  proceed  liackwards,  though  without  changing 
the  respective  order  of  the  categories,  as  given  before 
in  our  table.  The  topic  of  the  rational  science  of  the 
soul,  from  which  has  to  be  derived  whatever  else  that 
science  may  contain,  is  therefore  the  following. 


3©o 
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n. 

As  regards  its  quality,  simple. 


I. 

The  Soul  U  tuhstanee. 

HI. 

At  regards  the  different 
time*  in  which  It  exinto, 

nmerii'iilly  identh  id,  that 
is  ttniry  (not  plurality). 

IV. 

It  is  in  relation  to 
fOttible  objects  in  space '. 

All  concepts  of  pure  psychology  arise  from  [p.  345] 
these  elements,  simply  by  way  of  combination,  and 
without  the  admixture  of  any  other  principle.  This 
substance,  taken  simply  as  the  object  of  the  internal 
sense,  gives  us  the  concept  of  immateriality;  and 
as  simple  substance,  that  of  incorruptibility;  its 
identity,  as  that  of  an  intellectual  substance,  gives  us 
ionaiity;  and  all  these  three  together,  epirituality; 
its  relation  to  objects  in  space,  gives  08  the  concept 
of  commercium  (intercourse)  with  hodie* ;  thus  repre- 
senting the  thinking  substance  as  the  principle  of  life 
in  matter,  that  is,  as  soul  (anima),  and  as  the  ground 
of  animality ;  which  again,  as  restricted  by  spiritu- 
ality, gives  us  the  concept  of  immortality. 

1  The  render,  who  may  not  guess  at  once  the  psychological  pur- 
port of  these  transcendental  uud  abstract  terms,  or  understand  why 
flic  latter  attribute  of  the  soul  belongs  to  the  category  of  existence, 
will  find  their  full  explanation  and  justification  in  the  sequel. 
Moreover,  I  have  to  apologise  for  the  many  Latin  expressions 
which,  contrary  to  good  taste,  have  crept  hi  insteud  of  their  native 
equivalents,  not  only  here,  but  throughout  the  whole  of  the  work. 
My  only  excuse  is,  that  I  thought  it  better  to  sacrifice  something  of 
the  elegance  of  language,  rather  than  to  throw  any  impediments  in 
the  way  of  real  students,  by  tho  use  of  inaccurate  and  obscure 
expressions. 
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To  these  concepts  refer  four  paralogisms  of  a  tran- 
scendental psychology,  which  is  falsely  supposed  to 
be  a  science  of  pun.-  reason,  concerning  the  nature  of 
our  thinking  being.  Wc  can,  however,  use  as  the 
foundation  of  such  a  science  nothing  but  the  single, 
and  in  itself  perfectly  empty,  representation  [p.  346] 
of  the  J,  of  which  we  cannot  even  say  that  it  is  a 
concept,  but  merely  a  consciousness  that  accompanies 
all  concepts.  By  this  J,  or  he,  or  it,  that  is  the  thing 
which  thinks,  nothing  is  represented  beyond  a  tran- 
scendental subject  of  thoughts  =  *,  which  is  known 
only  through  the  thoughts  that  are  its  predicates, 
and  of  which,  apart  from  them,  we  can  never  have 
the  slightest  concept*  so  that  we  are  really  turning 
round  it  in  a  perpetual  circle,  having  already  to  use 
its  representation,  before  we  can  form  any  judgment 
about  it  And  this  inconvenience  is  really  inevitable, 
becau&  oisness  in  itself  is  not  so  much  a  re- 

presentation, distinguishing  a  particular  object,  but 
really  a  form  of  representation  in  general,  in  so  far  as 
it  is  to  be  called  knowledge,  of  which  alone  I  can 
say  that  I  think  something  by  it 

It  must  seem  strange,  however,  from  the  very  be- 
ginning, tliat  the  condition  under  which  I  think,  and 
which  thfln&n  ia  B  property  of  my  own  subject  only, 
should  be  valid  at  the  same  time  for  everything  which 
thinks,  and  that,  depending  on  a  proposition  which 
seems  to  be  empirical.  uM  venture  to  found 

the  apodictical  and  general  jud^nicnt,  namely  that 
everything  which  thinks  is  such  as  the  voice  of  my 
own  consciousness  declares  it  to  be  within  me.  The 
reason  of  it  is,  tliat  we  are  constrained  to  attribute  to 
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Ig8  a  priori  all  the  qualities  which  form  th< 
ditions,  under  which  alone  we  are  able  to      [p.  3*7] 
think  them.    Now  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  t^rin  tho 

illest  representation  of  a  thinking  being  by  any 
1  ■xti'Miiil  expeiience,  but  I  can  do  it  through  self- 
- » a  isciousness  only.  Such  objects  therefore  are  nothing 
but  a  transference  of  my  own  nances  to  other 

things,  Which  thus,  and  thus  only,  can  be  represented 
as  thinking  beings.  The  proposition  /  think  is  used 
in  this  case,  however,  as  problematical  only  ;  not  so  I 
as  it  may  contain  the  perception  of  an  existence  (the 
Cartesian,  COgitO,  ergo  sum),  but  with  regard  to  its 
men  possibility,  in  order  to  see  what  properties  maj 
be  deduced  from  the  simple  proposition  with  regard 
to  its  subject,  whether  such  subject  exists  or  not. 

If  our  knowledge  of  tliinking  beings  in  general,  so 
far  as  it  is  derived  from  pure  reason,  were  founded  on 
more  than  the  cogito,  and  if  we  made  use  at  the  same 
time  of  observations  on  the  play,  (rf  our  thoughts 
and  the  natural  laws  of  the  thinking  self  derived 
from  them,  we  should  have  before  us  an  empirical 
psychology,  which  would  form  a  kind  of  physiology  of 
the  internal  Bense,  and  perhaps  explain  its  manifesta- 
tions, but  would  never  help  us  to  understand  such 
properties  as  do  not  fall  under  any  possible  experi- 
ence (as,  for  instance,  simplicity)  or  to  teach  apodic- 
tically  anything  touching  the  nature  of  thinking 
beings  in  general.  It  would  not  therefore  be  a  rational 
psychology. 

As  the  proposition  /  think  (taken  proble-  [\\  34$] 
matically)  contains  the  form  of  every  possible 
judgment  of  the  understanding,  and  accompanies  all 
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categories  us  their  vehicle,  it  musi  r  that  the 

conclusions  to  be  drawn  from  it  can  only  contain  a 
transcendental  use  of  the  understanding,  which  de- 
rlines  all  admixture  of  experience,  and  of  the  achieve- 
ments of  which,  after  what  has  been  said  before,  we 
cannot  fonn  any  very  favourable  anticipations.  We 
shall  therefore  follow  it.  with  a  criti  through  all 

the  predicaments  of  pure  psychology  l. 

[Tin-  First  Paralogism  of  Substantia 

That  which  is  represented  as  the  absolute  subject 
of  our  judgments,  and  cannot  I"'  used  therefore  as 
determination  of  any  other  thing,  is  the  sub- 
stance. 

I,  as  a  thinking  being,  am  the  absolute  subject  of 
ail  my  possible  judgments,  and  this  representation  of 
myself  can  never  be  used  as  the  predicate  of  any 
other  thing. 

Therefore  I.  as  a  thinking  being  (Soul),  am  Sub- 
stance 

Criticism  of  the  First  Paralogism  of  Pure9 
Psychology. 

We  showed  in  the  analytical  portion  of  transcen- 
dental logic,  that  pure  categories,  and  among  them  that 
of  substam  in  themselves  no  objective  mean- 

ing, unless  they  rest  on  some  intuition,  and  are  [i>.  349] 
applied  to  the  manifold  of  such  intuitions  .is  functions 
of  Synthetical  unity.     Without  this  1 1  toy  are  meivl\ 

1  All  Uiot  follows  from  hero  to  the  beginning  of  the  second  chap- 
ter, U  left  out  in  the  Second  Edition,  ami  replaced  by  Supplement 
XXVII. 

1  Aftcnrard*  fraiuceiMZenta/  instead  of  pure. 
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[functions  of  a  judgment  without  contents.  I  may 
say  of  everything,  that  it  is  a  substance,  so  far  as  I 
distinguish  it  from  what  are  mere  predicates  and 
determinations.  Now  in  all  our  thinking  the  I  is  the 
subject,  in  which  thoughts  aro  inherent  as  deter- 
minations only ;  nor  can  that  I  ever  be  used  as  a 
determination  of  any  other  thing.  Thus  everybody 
is  constrained  to  look  upon  himself  as  the  substance, 
and  on  thinking  as  the  accidents  only  of  his  being, 
and  determinations  of  his  state. 

But  what  use  are  we  to  make  of  such  a  concept  of 
a  substance  1  That  I,  as  a  thinking  being,  continue 
for  myself,  and  naturally  neither  arise,  nor  jxrish,  is  no 
legitimate  deduction  from  it,  and  yet  this  conclusion 
would  be  the  only  advantage  that  could  be  gained  from 
the  concept  of  the  substantiality  of  my  own  thinking 
subject,  and,  but  for  that,Ieould  do  very  well  without  it. 

So  far  from  being  able  to  deduce  these  properties 
from  the  pure  category  of  substance,  we  have  on  the 
contrary  to  lay  hold  of  the  permanency  of  an  object, 
given  in  experience,  if  we  wish  to  apply  to  it  the  em- 
pirically useful  concept  of  substance.  In  this  case,  how- 
ever, we  had  no  experience  to  lay  hold  of,  but  have  only 
formed  a  deduction  from  the  concept  of  relation  [p.  350] 
which  all  thinking  has  to  the  I,  as  the  common  subject 
to  which  it  belongs.  Nor  should  we,  whatever  we  did, 
succeed  by  any  certain  observation  in  proving  such 
permanency.  For  though  the  I  exists  in  all  thoughts, 
not  the  slightest  intuition  is  connected  with  that  re- 
presentation, by  which  it  might  be  distinguished 
from  other  objects  of  intuition.  We  may  very  well 
perceive   therefore  that  this  representation  appears 
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[again  and  again  in  every  RCt  of  thought*  but  not  that 
it  is  a  permanent  intuition,  in  which  thoughts,  as  being 
changeable,  come  and  go. 

Hence  it  follows  that  in  the  first  syllogism  of 
transcendental  psychology  reason  imposes  upon  us 
an  apparent  knowledge  only,  by  representing  the  con- 
stant logical  subject  of  thought  as  the  knowledge  of 
the  real  subject  in  which  that  knowledge  inheres.  Of 
that  subject,  however,  we  have  not  and  cannot  have 
the  slightest  knowledge,  because  consciousness  is  thai 
which  alone  changes  representations  into  thoughts, 
and  in  which  therefore,  as  the  transcendental  subject, 
all  our  perceptions  must  be  found.  Beside  this  logical 
meaning  of  the  I,  we  have  no  knowledge  of  the  sub- 
ject in  itself,  which  forms  the  substratum  and  founda- 
tion of  it  and  of  all  our  thoughts.  In  spite  of  this, 
the  proposition  that  the  soul  is  a  substance,  may  well 
be  allowed  to  stand,  if  only  we  see  that  this  concept 
cannot  help  us  on  in  the  least  or  teach  us  any  of  the 
ordinary  conclusions  of  rationalising  psycho-  [p.  35'] 
logy,  as,  for  instance,  the  everlasting  continuance  of 
the  soul  amid  all  changes  and  even  in  death,  and 
that  it  therefore  signifies  a  substance  in  idea  only, 
and    not  in   reality. 


The  Second  Paralogism  of  Simplicity. 

Everything,  the  action  of  which  can  never  be  con- 
sidered as  the  concurrence  of  several  acting  things, 
is  simple. 

Now  the  Soul,  or  the  thinking  I.  is  such  a  thing: 
Therefore,  Ac. 

vol.  11.  x 
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[Criticism  of  t)ie  Second  Paralogism  of  Transcendental 
Psychology. 

This  is  the  strong  (yet  riot  invulnerable)  syllogism 
among  all  dialectical  syllogisms  of  pure  |  >i^y, 

not  a  mere  sophism  contrived  by  a  dogmatist  in  order 
to  impart  a  certain  plausibility  to  his  assertions,  but 
a  syllogism  which  seems  able  to  stand  the  sharpest 
examination  and  the  gravest  doubts  of  the  philo- 
sopher.    It  is  this  : — 

Every  composite  substance  is  an  aggregate  of 
many  substances,  and  the  action  of  something  com- 
posite, or  of  that  which  is  inherent  in  it  as  such,  is 
an  aggregate  of  many  actions  or  accidents  distributed 
among  many  sul.Mim. vs.  An  effect  due  to  the  con- 
currence of  many  acting  substances,  is  no  doubt 
possible,  if  that  effect  is  external  only  (as,  for  [p.  351] 
instance,  the  motion  of  a  body  is  the  combined  motion 
uf  all  its  parts).  The  case  is  different  however  with 
thoughts,  if  considered  as  accidents  belonging  to  a 
thinking  being  within.  For  suppose  it  is  the  compo- 
site which  thinks,  then  every  part  of  it  would  contain 
a  part  of  the  thought,  and  all  together  only  the  whole 
of  it.  This  however  is  self-contradictory.  For  as  repre- 
sentations, distributed  among  different  beings,  (like  the 
Bangle  words  of  a  verse)  never  make  a  whole  thought  (a 
Be),  it  is  impossible  that  a  thought  should  be  inhe- 
rent in  something  composite,  as  such.  Thought  there- 
fore is  possible  only  in  a  substance  which  is  not  an 
aggregate  of  many,  and  therefore  absolutely  simple1. 

1  It  would  lie  very  easy  to  give  to  this  argument  the  ordinary 
scholastic  drees.  Hut  for  my  puiposos  it  is  sufficient  to  linvo  clearly 
exhibited,  cvou  in  11  popular  form,  tho  ground  on  which  it  rests. 


TRANSCENDENTAL    DIALECTIC. 


307 


[What  is  called  the  nervus  probandi  in  this  argu- 
ment lies  in  the  proposition  that*  in  order  to  con- 
stitute a  thought,  the  many  representations  must 
be  comprehended  under  the  absolute  unity  of  the 
thinking  subject.  Nobody  however  can  pn.ve  this 
proposition  from  concepts.  For  how.  would  he  under- 
take to  do  it  I  The  proposition  that  a  thought  [p.  353] 
can  only  lie  the  effect  of  the  absolute  unity  of  a  think- 
ing being,  cannot  be  considered  as  analytical.  For  the 
unity  of  thought,  consisting  of  many  representations, 
is  collective,  and  may,  so  far  as  concepts  are  con- 
cerned, refer  to  the  collective  unity  of  all  co-operating 
substances  (as  the  movement  of  a  body  is  the  com- 
pound movement  of  all  its  parts)  quite  as  well  as  to 
the  absolute  unity  of  the  subject.  According  to  the 
rule  of  identity  it  would  be  impossible  therefore 
to  establish  the  necessary  presupposition  of  a  simple 
substance  in  a  composite  thought.  That,  on  the  other 
hand,  such  a  proposition  might  be  established  syn- 
thetically and  entirely  a  priori  from  mere  concepts,  no 
one  will  venture  to  affirm  who  has  once  understood 
the  grounds  on  which  the  possibility  of  synthetical 
propositions  a  priori  rests,  as  explained  by  us  before. 
It  is  likewise  impossible,  however,  to  derive  this 
necessary  unity  of  the  subject*  as  the  condition  of  the 
possibility  of  the  unity  of  every  thought,  from  experi- 
ence. For  experience  never  supplies  any  necessity 
of  thought,  much  less  the  c<  uoept  of  absolute  unity. 
Whence  then  do  we  take  that  proposition  on  which 
the  whole  psychological  syllogism  of  reason  rests  ? 

It  is  munifest  that  if  we  wish  to  represent  to  our- 
selves a  thinking  being,  wo  must  put  ourselves  in 

X  2 
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[it«  place,  and  mipplant  as  it  were  the  object  which 
has  to  be  considered  by  our  own  subject  (which  never 
happens  in  any  other  kind  of  investigation),  [p.  354] 
The  reason  why  we  postulate  for  every  thought  ab- 
solute unity  of  the  subject  is  because  otherwise  we 
could  not  say  of  it*  I  think  (the  manifold  in  one  repre- 

i  ration).  For  although  the  whole  of  a  thought  may 
be  divided  and  distributed  uuder  many  subjects,  the 
subjective  I  can  never  thus  be  divided  and  distributed, 
and  it  is  this  I  which  wc  presuppose  in  every  thought. 

As  in  the  former  paralogism  therefore,  so  here 
also,  the  formal  proposition  of  apperception,  I  think, 
remains  the  sole  ground  on  which  rational  psy- 
chology ventures  to  undertake  the  extension  of  its 
knowledge.  That  proposition,  however,  is  no  expe- 
rience, but  only  the  form  of  apperception  inherent 
in,  and  antecedent  to,  every  experience,  that  is  a 
purely  subjective  condition,  having  reference  to  a  pos- 
sible I'xperieuce  only,  but  by  no  means  the  condition 
of  the  possibility  of  the  knowledge  of  objects,  and 
by  no  means  necessary  to  the  concept  of  a  thinking 
being  in  general ;  although  it  must  be  admitted  that 
we  cannot  represent  to  ourselves  another  intelligent 
being  without  putting  ourselves  in  its  place  with 
that  formula  of  our  consciousness. 

Nor  is  it  true  that  the  simplicity  of  my  self  (as  a 
soul)  is  really  deduced  from  the  proposition,  I  think, 
for  it  is  already  involved  in  every  thought  itself.  The 
proposition  /  am  simple,  must  be  considered  [p.  355] 
as  the  immediate  expression  of  apperception,  and  the 
so-called  syllogism  of  Cartesius,  cogito,  ergo  turn,  is 
in  reality  tautological,  because  cogito  (sum  cogitans) 
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[predicates  reality  immediately.     I  am  timpU  means 
no  more  than  that  tills  representation  of  I  does  not 
contain  the  smallest  trace  of  manifoldness,  but 
absolute  (although  merely  logical)  unity. 

Thus  we  see  that  the  famous  psychological  argu- 
ment is  founded  merely  on  the  indivisible  unity  of 
a  representation,  which  is  only  directed  towards  a  per- 

1  by  the  verb ;  and  it  is  clear  that  the  subject  of 
inherence  is  designated  transcendeutally  only  by  the 
I,  which  accompanies  the  thought,  without  our  per- 
ceiving the  smallest  quality  of  it,  in  fact,  without  our 
knowing  anything  about  it  It  signifies  a  something 
in  general  (a  transcendental  subject)  the  representa- 
tion of  which  must  no  doubt  be  simple,  because 
nothing  is  determined  in  it,  and  nothing  can  be  re- 
presented more  simple  than  by  the  concept  of  a 
mere  something.  The  simplicity  however  of  the 
representation  of  a  subject  is  not  therefore  a  know- 
ledge of  the  simplicity  of  the  subject,  because 
account  whatever  is  taken  of  its  qualities  when  it  is 
designated  by  the  entirely  empty  expression  I,  an  ex- 
pression that  can  be  applied  to  every  thinking  subject. 

So  much  is  certain  therefore  that  though  [p.  356] 
I  ahraja  wpraaant  by  the  I  an  absolute,  but  only 
logical,  unity  of  the  subject  (simplicity),  I  never 
know  thereby  the  real  simplicity  of  my  subject  We 
saw  that  the  proposition,  I  am  a  substance,  signified 
nothing  but  the  mere  category  of  which  I  must  1 
make  any  use  (empirically)  in  conereio.  In  the  same 
manner,  I  may  well  say,  I  am  a  simple  substance, 
that  is,  a  substance  the  npmentation  of  which  cafe 
tains  no  synthesis  of  the  manifold ;  but  that  concept, 
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[or  that  proposition  also,  teaches  us  nothing  at  all 
with  reference  to  myself,  as  an  object  of  experienr. , 
because  the  concept  of  substance  itself  is  used  as  a 

function  of  synthesis  only,  without  any  intuition  to 
rest  on,  and  then-Inn  without  any  object,  valid  with 
reference  to  the  condition  of  our  knowledge,  but  not 
with  reference  to  nnv  "lject  of  it.  We  Hhall  tost 
the  usefulness  of  this  proposition  by  an  experiment. 

Everybody  must  admit  that  the  assertion  of  the 
simple  nature  of  the  soul  can  only  be  of  any  value 
in  so  far  as  it  enables  me  to  distinguish  the  soul 
in .m  all  matter,  and  thus  to  except  it  from  that 
decay  to  which  matter  is  at  all  times  subject.  It  is 
for  that  use  that  our  proposition  is  really  intended, 
and  it  is  therefore  often  expressed  by,  the  soul  is  not 
corporeal.  If  then  I  can  show  that,  although  [p.  357] 
we  allow  to  this  cardinal  proposition  of  rational  psy- 
chology (aH  a  mere  judgment  of  reason  from  pure 
categories)  all  objective  validity  (everything  that 
thinks  is  simple  substance),  we  cannot  make  the 
least  use  of  it,  in  order  to  establish  the  hdmogeneous- 
uess  or  uon-homogeneousuess  of  soul  and  matter,  this 
will  be  the  same  as  if  I  had  relegated  this  supposed 
psychological  truth  to  the  field  of  mere  ideas,  without 
any  real  or  objective  use. 

We  have  irrefutably  proved  in  the  transcendental 
..'Esthetic  that  bodies  are  mere  phenomena  of  our 
QKtcrnal  sense,  not  things  by  themselves.  We  are 
justified  therefore  in  saying  that  our  thinking  subject 
is  not  a  body,  that  is,  that  it  is  represented  by  us  as  an 
object  of  the  internal  sense,  and  is,  so  far  as  it  thinks, 
no  object  of  our  external  senses,  and  no  phenomenon 
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[in  space.  This  means  the  same  as  that  among  ex- 
ternal phenomena  we  cam  never  have  thinking  beings 
as  such,  or  ever  see  their  thoughts,  their  consciousness, 
their  desires,  &c,  externally.  All  this  belongs  to 
tlie  internal  sense.  This  argument  seems  indeed  BO 
natund  and  popular  that  even  the  commonest  under- 
standing has  always  been  led  to  it.  the  ilis-  [p.  358] 
tinction  between  souls  and  bodies  being  of  very  early 
<late. 

But  although  extension,  impermeability,  cohesion, 
and  motion,  in  fact  everything  that  the  external 
senses  can  give  us,  cannot  be  thoughts,  feeling,  in- 
clination, and  determination,  or  contain  anything 
like  them,  being  never  objects  of  external  intuition. 
it  might  be  possible,  nevertheless,  that  that  some- 
thing which  forms  the  foundation  of  external  pheb» 
mi'iia,  .ind  which  so  affects  our  sense  as  to  produce 
in  it  the  representations  of  space,  matter,  form,  Ac, 
if  considered  as  a  noumenon  (or  better  as  a  transcen- 
dental object)  might  be,  at  the  same  time,  the  sub- 
ject of  thinking,  although  by  the  manner  in  which  it 
affects  our  external  sense  it  produces  in  us  no  in- 
tuitions of  thoughts,  will,  &c„  but  only  of  space  and 
its  determinations.  This  something,  however,  is  not 
extended,  not  impermeable,  not  composite,  because 
such  predicates  concern  sensibility  only  and  its  in- 
tuition, whenever  we  are  affected  by  these  (to  us 
otherwise  unknown)  objects.    Nor  doth  icssions 

give  us  any  information  what  kind  of  object  it  is, 
but  only  that,  if  considered  by  itself,  without  refer- 
ence  to  the  external  senses,  it  has  no  right  to  these 
predicates,  peculiar   to   external   appearance.     The 
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[predicates  of  the  interna]  sense,  on  the  con-    [p.  359] 

trary,  surli  as  rcprcs> nl.itiun,  thinking,  etc.,  are  by 
no  means  contradictory  to  it,  so  that  really,  even  if 
we  admit  its  simplicity  of  nature,  the  human  sold  is 
by  no  means  MifhYiently  distinguished  from  matter, 
so  far  as  its  substratum  is  concerned,  if  (as  it  ought 
to  be)  matter  is  considered  as  a  phenomenon  only. 

If  matter  were  a  thing  by  itself,  it  would,  un  a  com- 
posits  being,  be  totally  different  from  the  soul,  as  a 
simple  being.  But  what  we  call  matter  is  an  external 
phenomenon  only,  the  substratum  of  which  oaxmol 
possibly  be  known  by  any  possible  predicates.  I  can 
therefore  very  well  suppose  that  that  sub'-tratum  is 
simple,  although  in  the  manner  in  which  it  affects  our 
ensL'K  it  produces  in  us  the  intuition  of  something 
extended,  and  therefore  composite,  so  that  the  sub- 
stance which,  with  reference  to  our  external  sense, 
possesses  extension,  might  very  well  by  itself  possess 
thoughts  which  can  be  represented  consciously  by  its 
own  internal  sense.  In  such  wise  the  same  thing 
which  in  one  respect  is  called  corporeal,  would  in 
another  respect  be  sit  the  same  time  a  thinking  being, 
of  which  though  we  cannot  see  its  thoughts,  we  can 
yet  see  the  signs  of  them  phenomenally.  Thus  the 
•  v  ]  iression  that  souls  only  (as  a  particular  class  of  sub- 
stances) think,  would  have  to  be  dropt,  and  we  should 
return  to  the  common  expression  that  men  [i>.  360] 
think,  that  is,  that  the  same  thing  which,  as  an  ex- 
ternal phenomenon,  is  extended,  is  internally,  by  itself, 
a  subject,  not  composite,  but  simple  and  intelligent. 

But  without  indulging  in  such  hypotheses,  we  may 
make  this  general  remark,  that  if  I  understand  by 
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[soul  a  being  by  itself,  the  very  question  would  be 
absurd,  whether  the  soul  be  homogeneous  or  not  with 
matter  which  is  not  a  thing  by  itself,  but  only  a  class 
of  representations  within  us  ;  for  so  much  ;it  nil 
BVBIliB  mast  bo  clear,  that  a  thing  by  itself  a  of  ft 
different  nature  lYoin  the  determinations  which  con- 
stitute its  state  only. 

If,  on  the  contrary,  we  compare  the  thinking  I, 
not  with  matter,  but  with  that  object  of  the  intellect 
that  forms  the  foundation  of  the  external  phenomena 
which  we  call  matter,  then  it  follows,  as  we  know 
nothing  whatever  of  the  matter,  that  we  have  no 
right  to  say  that  the  soul  by  itself  is  different  from 
it  in  any  respect. 

The  omnia  consciousness  is  not  therefore  a  know- 
ledge of  the  simple  nature  of  our  subject,  so  that  we 
might  thus  distinguish  the  soul  from  matter,  as  a 
composite   being. 

If  therefore,  in  the  only  case  where  that  con- 
cept might  be  useful,  namely  in  comparing  myself 
with  objects  of  external  experience,  it  is  impossible 
to  determine  the  peculiar  and  distinguishing  charac- 
teristics of  its  nature,  what  is  the  use,  if  we  [\:  361] 
pretend  to  know  that  the  tliiuking  I,  or  the  soul  (a 
name  for  the  transcendental  object  of  the  intern;  I 
sense),  is  simple  ?  Bttoh  a  proposition  admits  of  no 
application  to  any  real  object*  and  cannot  therefore 
•  n  Inge  OUT  knowledge  in  the  least. 

Thus  collapses  the  whole  of  rational  psychology, 
with  its  fundamental  support,  and  neither  here  nor 
elsewhere  can  we  hope  by  means  of  mere  concepts 
(still  less  through  the  mere  snbje.-tive  form  of  all  our 
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[concepts,  that  is,  through  our  consciousness)  and 
without  referring  these  concepts  to  a  possible  ex- 
perience, to  extend  our  knowledge,  particularly  as 
even  the  fundamental  concept  of  a  simple  nature  is 
such  that  it  can  never  be  met  with  in  experience, 
so  that  no  chance  remains  of  arriving  at  it  as  a 
concept  of  objective  validity. 

The  'lliird  Paralogism  of  Personality, 
Whatever  is  conscious  of  the  numerical  identity 

of  its  own  self  at   different  times,  is  in  so    far   a 

person. 

Now  the  Soul,  &c. 

Therefore  the  Soul  is  a  person. 

Criticism  of  the  Third  Paralogism  of  Transcend  rut «! 
Psychology. 

Whenever  I  want  to  know  by  experience  the 
numerical  identity  of  an  external  object,  I  [p.  36a] 
shall  have  to  attend  to  what  is  permanent  in  that 
phenomenon  to  which,  as  the  subject,  everything  else 
refers  as  determination,  and  observe  the  identity 
of  the  former  during  the  time  that  the  latter  is 
■  ■hangingk  I  myself.  hoWOVW,  am  an  object  of  ill'' 
internal  sense,  and  all  time  is  but  the  form  of  the 
internal  sense.  I  therefore  refer  each  and  all  of  my 
successive  determinations  to  the  numerically  identical 
self :  and  this  in  all  time,  that  is,  in  the  form  of  the 
inner  intuition  of  myself.  From  this  point  of  view, 
the  personality  of  the  soul  should  not  even  be  con- 
sidered as  inferred,  but  as  an  entirely  identical 
proposition  of  self-consciousuess  in  time,  this  being 
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[really  tlit-  reason  why  it  is  valid  a  priori.  For  it 
really  says  no  more  than  this  :  that  during  the  whole 
tame,  while  I  am  conscious  of  myself,  I  am  conscious 
of  that  time  as  helonging  to  the  unity  of  myself;  and 
it  comes  to  the  same  (liing  whether  I  say  that  this 
whole,  time  is  within  me  as  an  individual  unity,  or 
lii.it  I  with  numerical  identity  am  present  in  all 
that  time. 

In  my  own  consciousness,  therefore,  the  identity  of 
i  enon  is  inevitably  present.  But  if  I  consider  my- 
self from  the  jioint  of  view  of  another  person  (as  an 
object  of  his  external  intuition),  then  that  external 
observer  considers  me,  first  of  all.  in  time,  for  in  the 
apperception  time  is  really  represented  in  me  only- 
Though  he  admits,  therefore,  the  I,  which  at  all  times 
accompanies  all  representations  in  my  con-  [p.  363] 
sciousness,  and  with  entire  identity,  he  will  not  yet 
infer  from  it  the  objective  permanence  of  myself.  For 
as  in  that  case  the  time  in  which  the  observer  places 
me  is  not  the  time  of  my  own,  but  of  his  sensibility, 
it  follows  that  the  identitv  which  is  connected  with 

* 

my  consciousness  is  not  therefore  connected  with  his, 
that  is,  with  the  external  intuition  of  my  subject. 

The  identity  of  my  consciousness  at  different  times 
is  therefore  a  formal  condition  only  of  my  thoughts 
ami  their  coherence,  and  proves  in  no  way  the 
numerical  identity  of  my  subject,  in  which,  in  spite 
of  the  logical  identity  of  the  I,  such  a  change  may 
have  passed  as  to  make  it  impossible  to  retain  its 
identity,  though  we  may  still  attribute  to  it  the  same 
name  of  I,  which  in  every  other  state,  and  even  in  tbi 
■  liange  of  the  subject,  might  yet  retain  the  thought 


3l6  THAXSCEN DENTAL    D1AI.1     TH'. 

[of  the  preceding  and  hand  it  over  to  the  subsequent 
subject  '. 

Although  the  teaching  of  some  old  Boboob  [p.  3<u] 
that  everything  is  in  a  dux,  and  nothing  in  Hie  world 
permanent.,  cannot  he  admitted,  if  vvc  admit  Mib- 
staiu  c.-.  yet  it  must  not  he  supposed  that  it  can  be 
refuted  by  the  unity  of  self-consciousness.  For  we 
ourselves  cannot  judge  from  our  own  oanfldoaanOBB 
whctlicr,  as  houIk,  we  are  permanent  or  not,  because 
we  reckon  as  belonging  to  our  own  identical  self  that 
only  of  which  we  are  conscious,  being  constrained  to 
admit  that,  during  the  whole  time  of  which  we  an 
conscious,  we  are  one  and  the  same.  From  the  point 
of  view  of  a  stranger,  however,  such  a  judgment 
would  not  be  valid,  because,  perceiving  in  the  soul  no 
permanent  phenomena,  except  the  representation  of 
the  I,  which  accompanies  and  connects  them  all,  we 
cannot  determine  whether  that  I  (being  a  mere 
thought)  be  not  in  the  same  state  of  flux  as  the  other 
thoughts  which  are  chained  together  by  the  I.  [p.  365] 

It  is  curious,  however,  that  the  personality  mid 

1  An  elastic  bull,  which  impinges  on  another  in  11  straight  line  com- 
municates to  it  its  wholo  motion,  and  therefore  (if  we  ouly  wnridflT 
the  places  in  space)  its  whole  state.  If  then,  in  analogy  with  nob 
bodies,  we  admit  substances  of  which  the  one  communicutcs  to  the 
other  representations  with  consciousness,  we  could  imagine  u  whole 
scries  of  them,  in  which  the  first  communicates  its  state  and  its 
consciousness  to  tho  second,  tho  second  itB  own  state  with  that  of 
the  firnt  substance  to  a  third,  and  this  nguin  ull  the  states  of  the 
former,  together  with  its  own,  anil  a  consciousness  of  them,  to 
another.  That  last  substance  would  be  conscious  of  all  the  states 
of  tho  previously  changed  substances,  as  of  its  own,  because  all  of 
them  had  been  transferred  to  it  with  the  consciousness  of  them ; 
but  for  all  that  it  would  not  have  beeu  the  same  person  in  oil  those 
states. 
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[what  is  presupposed  by  it.,  namely,  tin-  permanence 
and  substantiality  of  the  soul,  has  now  to  be  proved 
first.  For  if  we  could  presuppose  these,  there 
would  follow,  if  not  the  permanence  of  conscious- 
ness, yet  the  possibility  of  a  permanent  consciousness 
in  one  and  the  same  subject,  and  this  is  sufficient  to 
establish  personality  which  does  not  cease  at  once, 
because  its  eft'ect  is  interrupted  at  the  time.  This 
permanence,  however,  is  by  no  means  given  us 
before  the  numerical  identity  of  ourself,  which  we 
infer  from  identical  apperception,  but  is  itself  inferred 
from  it,  so  that,  according  to  rule,  the  concept  of 
substance,  which  alone  is  empirically  useful,  would 
have  to  follow  first  upon  it.  But  as  the  identity  of 
person  follows  by  no  means  from  the  identity  of  the 
I,  in  the  consciousness  of  all  time  in  which  I  perceive 
myself,  it  follows  that  we  could  not  have  founded 
upon  it  the  substantiality  of  the  soul. 

Like  the  concept  of  substance  and  of  the  simple, 
however,  the  concept  of  personality  also  may  remain, 
so  long  as  it  is  used  as  transcendental  only,  that  is,  as 
a  concept  of  the  unity  of  the  subject- which  is  others 
unknown  to  us,  but  in  the  determinations  of  which 
there  is  an  uninterrupted  connection  by  apperception. 
In  this  sense  such  a  concept  is  necessary  for  practical 
purposes  and  sufficient,  but  we  can  never  pride  our- 
selves on  it  as  helping  to  expand  our  know-  [p.  366] 
ledge  of  our  self  by  means  of  pure  reason,  which  only 
deceives  us  if  we  imagine  that  we  can  arrive  at 
an  uninterrupted  continuance  of  the  subject  from 
the  mere  concept  of  the  identical  self.  That  concept 
is  only  constantly  turning  round  itself  in  a  circle,  and 
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[does  not  help  us  as  with  respect  to  any  question 
v.  liich  aims  at  synthetical  knowledge.  What  mutter 
may  be  as  a  thing  by  itself  (a  transcendental  object) 
is  entirely  unknown  to  us ;  though  we  may  observe 
its  permanence  as  a  phenomenon,  since  it  is  repre- 
sented as  something  external.  When  however  I 
wish  to  observe  the  mere  I  during  the  change  of  all 
representations,  I  have  no  other  correlative  for  my 
comparisnns  luit  again  the  I  itself,  with  the  general 
conditions  of  my  consciousness.  I  cannot  therefore 
give  any  but  tautological  answers  to  all  questions, 
because  I  put  my  concept  and  its  unity  in  the 
place  of  the  qualities  that  belong  to  me  as  an 
object,  and  thus  really  take  for  granted  what  was 
Wished  to  be  known. 


Tlic  Fourth  Paralogism  of  Ideality  (with  regard  to 
external  relations). 


That,  the  existence  of  which  can  only  be  inferred  as 
a  cause  of  given  perceptions,  has  a  doubtful  existence 
"tily:—  [l'-3<>7] 

All  external  phenomena  are  such  that  their 
existence  cannot  he  perceived  immediately,  but  that 
we  can  only  infer  them  as  the  cause  of  given 
perceptions : — 

Therefore  the  existence  of  all  objects  of  the 
external  senses  is  ^doubtful.  \  This  uncertainty  I 
call  the  ideality  of  external  phenomena,  and  the 
doctrine  of  that  ideality  is  called  idealism;  in  com- 
parison with  which  the  other  doctrine,  which  main- 
tains a  possible  certainty  of  the  objects  of  the  external 
senses,  is  called  dualism. 
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[Criticism  of  the  Fourth  Paralogism  of  Transcendental 
Psychology. 

We  shall  first  have  to  examine  the  premisses. 
We  are  perfectly  justified  in  maintaining  that  that 
only  which  is  within  ourselves  can  be  perceived 
immediately,  and  that  my  own  existence  only  can 
be  the  object  of  a  mere  perception.  The  existence 
of  a  real  object  therefore  outside  rno  (taking  this 
word  in  its  intellectual  meaning)  .can  never  be  given 
directly  in  perception,  but  can  only  be  added  in 
thought  to  the  perception,  which  is  a  modification  of 
the  internal  sense,  and  thus  inferred  as  its  external 
cause.  Hence  Cartesius  was  quite  right  in  limiting 
all  perception,  in  the  narrowest  sense,  to  the  propo- 
sition, I  (as  a  thinking  being)  am.  For  it  must  [p.  368] 
be  clear  that,  as  what  is  without  is  not  within  me,  I 
cannot  find  it  in  my  apperception  ;  nor  hence  in  any 
l"-reeption  which  is  in  reality  a  determination  of 
apperception  only. 

In  the  true  sense  of  the  word,  therefore,  I  can 
never  perceive  external  things,  but  only  from  my 
own  internal  perception  infer  their  existence,  taking 
the  perception  as  an  effect  of  wluch  something 
external  must  be  the  proximate  cause.  An  inference, 
however,  from  a  given  effect  to  a  definite  cause  is 
always  uncertain,  because  the  effect  may  be  due 
to  more  than  one  cause.  Therefore  in  retelling  a 
perception  to  its  cause,  it  always  remains  doubtful 
whether  that  cause  be  internal  or  externa! ;  whether 
in   fact  all  so-called  external  |  •<  >■■  arc  not  a 

mere  play  of  our  external  sense,  or  point  to  real 
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[externa]  objects  as  their  cause.     At  all  events  the 

existence  of  the  latter  is  inferential  only,  and  liable 
to  all  the  dangers  of  inferences,  while  the  object  of 
the  internal  sense  (I  myself  with  all  my  represen- 
tations) is  perceived  immediately,  and  its  existence 
cannot  be  questioned^ 

Elt  must  not  be  supposed,  therefore,  that  an  idealist 
he  who  denies  the  existence  of  external  objects  of 
,..o  senses ;  all  he  does  is  to  deny  that  it  is  known 
by  immediate  perception,  and  to  infer  that  we  [p.  360] 
can  never  become  perfectly  certain  of  their  reality  by 
any  experience  whatsoever. 


15o lore  I  expose  the  deceptive  illusion  of  otir  para- 
logism, lot  me  remark  that  we  must  necessarily  dis- 
tinguish two  kinds  of  idealism,  the  transcendental 
and  the  empirical./  Transc-  udm/al  idealism  teaches 
that  all  phenomena  are  representations  only,  not 
things  by  themselves,  and  that  space  and  time 
therefore  are  only  sensuous  forms  of  our  intuition, 
not  given  determinations  or  conditions  of  objects,  as 
things  by  themselves?]  Opposed  to  this  transcend- 
ental idealism,  is  a  transcendental  realism,  which 
considers  space  and  time  as  something  in  itself  (inde- 
]>endent  of  our  sensibility).  Tims  the  transcendcntaJ 
realist  represents  all  external  phenomena  (admitting 
their  reality)  as  things  by  themselves,  existing  inde- 
pendently of  us  and  our  sensibility,  and  therefore, 
according  to  pure  concepts  of  the  understanding, 
existing  outside  us.  It  is  this  transcendental  realist 
who  afterwards  acts  the  empirical  idealist,  and  who, 
after  wrongly  supposing  that  the  objects  of  the 
senses,  if  they  are   to  be  external,  must  have  an 
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[existence  by  themselves,  aud  without  our  senses,  yet 
from  this  point  of  view  considers  all  our  sensuous 
representations  insufficient  to  render  certain  the 
reality  of  their  objects.  / 

The  transcendental  idealists  on  the  contrary,  [p. 370] 
may  well  be  an  empirical  realist,  or,  as  he  is  called,  a 
dualist ;  that  is,  he  may  admit  the  existence  of 
matter,  without  taking  a  step  beyond  mere  self-con- 
sciousness, or  admitting  more  than  the  certainty  of 
representations  within  me,  that  is  the  cogito,  ergo  sum. 
For  as  he  considers  matter,  and  even  its  internal 
possibility,  as  a  phenomenon  only,  whieh,  if  separated  ( 
from  our  sensibility,  is  nothing,  matter  with  him  is 
only  ;t  class  of  representations  (intuition)  which  are 
called  external,  not  as  if  they  referred  to  objects 
external  by  themselves,  but  because  they  refer  per- 
ceptions to  space,  in  which  everything  is  outside 
everything  else,  while  space  itself  is  inside  .tis^ 

We  have  declared  ourselves  from  the  very 
ginning  in  favour  of  this  transcendental  idealisi 
In  our  system,  therefore,  we  need  not  hesitate  to 
admit  the  existence  of  matter  on  the  testimony  of 
mere  self-consciousness,  and  to  consider  it  as  estab- 
lished in  the  same  manner  as  the  existence  of  my 
self,  as  a  thinking  being.  I  am  conscious  of  my 
representations,  and  hence  they  exist  as  well  as  I  my 
self,  who  has  these  representations.  External  objects, 
however  (bodies),  are  phenomena  only,  therefore 
nothing  but  a  class  of  my  representations,  the  objects 
of  which  are  something  by  means  of  these  representa- 
tions only,  and  apart  from  them  nothing.  External 
things,  therefore,  exist  by  the  same  right       [p.  37"] 
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[as  I  myself,  both  on  the  immediate  testimony  of  my 
self-consciousness,  with  this  difference  only,  that  the 
representation  of  myself,  as  a  thinking  subject,  is  re- 
ferred to  the  internal  sense  only,  while  the  repre- 
sentations which  indicate  extended  l>eings  are  referred 
to  the  external  sense  also.  With  reference  to  the 
reality  of  external  objects,  I  need  as  littlo  trust  to 
inference,  as  with  reference  to  the  reality  of  the  ob- 
ject of  my  internal  sense  (my  thoughts),  both  being 
nothing  but  representations,  the-  immediate  percep- 
tion (consciousness)  of  which  is  at  the  same  time  a 
sufficient  proof  of  their  reality^) 

The  transcendental  idealist  is,  therefore,  an  em- 
pirical realist,  and  allows  to  matter,  as  a  phenomenon, 
a  reality  which  need  not  be  inferred,  but  may  be 
immediately  perceived.  The  transcendental  realism, 
on  the  contrary,  is  necessarily  left  in  doubt,  and 
obliged  to  give  way  to  empirical  idealism,  because  it 
considers  the  objects  of  the  external  senses  as  some- 
thing different  from  the  senses  themselves,  taking 
mere  phenomena  as  independent  beings,  existiug 
outside  us.  And  while  with  the  very  best  conscious- 
ness of  our  representation  of  these  things,  it  is  far 
from  certain  that,  if  a  representation  exists,  its  cor- 
responding object  must  exist  also,  it  is  clear  that  in 
our  system  external  things,  that  is,  matter  in  all  its 
shapes  and  changes,  are  nothing  but  mere  [p.  37*] 
phenomena,  that  is,  representations  within  us,  of  the 
reality  of  which  we  are  immediately  conscious. 

As,  so  far  as  I  know,  all  psychologists  who  believe 
in  empirical  idealism  are  transcendental  realists,  they 
have  acted  no  doubt  quite  consistently,  in  ascribing 
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[great  importance  to  empirical  idealism,  as  one  of 
the  problems  from  which  human  reason  could  hardly 
extricate  itself.  For  indeed,  if  we  consider  external 
phenomena  as  representations  produced  inside  us  by 
their  objects,  as  existing  as  things  by  themselves  out- 
side us,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  their  existence  could 
be  known  otherwise  but  through  a  syllogism  from 
affect  to  cause,  where  it  must  always  remain  doubtful, 
whether  the  cause  be  within  or  without  us.  Now 
we  may  well  admit  that  something  which,  taken 
trariM ■cndi-nUilly,  is  outside  us,  may  be  the  cause  of 
our  external  intuitions,  but  this  can  never  be  the 
object  which  we  mean  by  the  representations  of 
matter  and  material  things;  for  these  are  phenomena 
only,  that,  is,  certain  kinds  of  representation  existing 
always  within  us,  and  the  reality  of  which  depends 
on  our  immediate  consciousness,  quite  as  much  as 
the  consciousness  of  my  own  thoughts.  The  tran- 
scendental object  is  unknown  equally  in  regard  to 
internal  and  external  intuition. 

Of  this,  however,  we  are  not  speaking  at  [p.  373] 
present,  but  only  of  the   empirical    object,    which    *18 

called  external,  if  represented  in  space,  and  internal, 
when  represented  in  temporal  relations  only,  both 
space  and  time  being  to  be  met  with  nowhere  except 
in  ourselves. 

The  expression,  outside  ttt,  involves  however  an 
inevitable  ambiguity,  because  it  may  signify  either, 
something  which,  as  a  thing  by  itself,  exists  apart  from 
us,  or  what  belongs  to  outward  appearance  only.  In 
order,  therefore,  to  remove  all  uncertainty  from  that 
concept,  taken  in  the  latter  meaning  (which  alone 

Y  2 
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[affects  the  psychological  question  as  to  the  reality 
of  our  external  intuition)  we  shall  distinguish  em- 
pirically external  objects  from  those  that  may  be 
called  so  in  a  transcendental  sense,  by  calling  the 
former  simply  things  occurring  in  apace. 

Space  and  time  are  no  doubt  representations  a 
priori,  which  dwell  in  us  as  forms  of  our  sensuous 
intuition,  before  any  real  object  has  determined  our 
senses  by  means  of  sensation,  enabling  them  to  re- 
present the  object  under  those  sensuous  conditions. 
But  this  something,  material  or  real,  that  is  to  be 
seen  in  space,  presupposes  necessarily  perception,  and 
cannot  be  fancied  or  produced  by  means  of  imagina- 
tion without  that  perception,  which  indicates  the 
reality  of  something  in  space.  It  is  sensation,  there- 
fore, that  indicates  reality  in  space  and  time,  [p.  374] 
according  as  it  is  related  to  the  one  or  the  other  mode 
of  sensuous  intuition.  If  sensation  is  once  given 
(which,  if  referring  to  an  olject  in  general,  and  not 
specialising  it,  is  called  perception),  many  an  object 
may  be  put  together  in  imagination  from  the  mani- 
fold materials  of  perception,  which  has  no  empirical 
place  in  space  or  time,  but  in  imagination  only.  This 
admits  of  no  doubt,  whether  we  take  the  sensations  of 
pain  and  pleasure,  or  the  external  ones  of  colour, 
heat,  &c ;  it  is  always  perception  by  which  the 
material  for  thinking  any  objects  of  external  intuition 
mu6t  first  be  supplied.  This  perception,  therefore 
(to  speak  at  present  of  external  intuitions  only),  re- 
presents something  real  in  space.  For,  first,  percep- 
tion is  the  representation  of  a  reality,  while  space  is 
the  representation  of  a  mere  possibility  of  existence. 
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[Secondly,  this  reality  is  re-presented  before  the  ex- 
ternal sense,  that  is,  in  space.  Thirdly,  space  itself 
is  nothing  but  mere  representation,  so  that  nothing 
in  it  ceo  be  taken  as  real,  except  what  is  represented 
in  it > ;  or,  vice  versa,  whatever  is  given  in  it,  [p.  375] 
that  is,  whatever  is  represented  by  perception,  is  also 
real  hi  it,  because,  if  it  were  not  real  in  it,  that  is, 
given  immediately  by  empirical  intuition,  it  could  not 
be  created  by  fancy,  the  real  of  intuition  being  un- 
imaginable a  priori. 

Thtjs  we  see  that  all  external  perception  proves 
immediately  something  real  hi  space,  or  rather  is  that 
real  itself.  Empirical  realism  is  therefore  perfectly 
true,  that  is,  something  real  in  space  always  cor- 
responds to  our  external  intuitions.  Space  itself,  it  is 
true,  with  all  its  phenomena,  as  representations,  exists 
within  me  only,  but  the  real  or  the  material  of  all  ob- 
ject* of  intuition  is  nevertheless  given  in  that  space, 
independent  of  all  fancy  or  imagination ;  nay,  it  is 
impossible  that  in  that  space  anything  outside  us  (in 
a  transcendental  sense)  could  be  given,  be-ause  space 
itself  is  nothing  outside  our  sensibility.  The  strict- 
est idealist,  therefore,  can  never  require  that  we 
should  prove  that  the  object  without  us  (in  [p.  376] 
its  true  meaning)  corresponds  to  our  perception.    For 

'  We  must  well  master  this  paradoxical,  but  quite  correct  pro- 
portion, that  nothing  OH  bt  i"  «pace,  except  what  is  represented 
in  it.  For  Mpiio-  ittltf  m  nothing  hut  representation,  and  whatever 
[■  in  it  mum  therefore  he  contained  in  tlml  representation.  There 
ia  nothing  whatever  ia  space,  except  so  far  as  it  is  really  repre- 
sented in  it  Tlmt  a  thing  can  exist  only  in  the  representation  of 
it,  may  no  doubt  sound  strange  ;  but  will  lose  its  strangeness  if  wc 
consider  that  the  thing*  with  which  wc  have  to  deal,  are  not  things 
by  themselves,  but  phenomena  only,  that  in,  representations. 


326  TRANSCENDENTAL   DIALECTIC 

[granted  there  are  such  objects,  they  could  never  be 
represented  and  seen,  as  outside  us,  because  this  pre- 
supposes space,  and  the  reality  in  space,  as  a  mere 
representation,  is  nothing  but  the  perception  itself. 
It  thus  follows,  that  what  is  real  in  external  pheno- 
mena, is  real  in  perception  only,  and  cannot  be  given 
in  any  other  way. 

From  such  perceptions,  whether  by  mere  play  of 
fancy  or  by  experience,  knowledge  of  objects  can  be 
produced,  and  here  no  doubt  deceptive  representa- 
tions may  arise,  without  truly  corresponding  objects, 
the  deception  being  due.  either  to  illusions  of  imagina- 
tion (in  dreams),  or  to  a  fault  of  judgment  (the  so- 
called  deceptions  of  the  senses).  In  order  to  escape 
from  these  false  appearances,  one  has  to  follow  the 
rule  that,  whatever  is  connected  according  to  empirical 
hni'H  with  a  jiercejrtion,  is  real.  This  kind  of  illusion, 
however,  and  its  prevention,  concerns  idealism  as 
well  as  dualism,  since  it  affects  the  form  of  experience 
only.  In  order  to  refute  empirical  idealism  and  its 
unfounded  misgivings  as  to  the  objective  reality  of 
our  external  perceptions,  it  is  sufficient  to  consider 
that  external  perception  proves  immediately  a  reality 
in  space,  which  space,  though  in  itself  a  mere  [j>.  377] 
form  of  representations,  possesses  nevertheless  objec- 
tive reality  with  respect  to  all  external  phenomena 
(which  themselves  are  mere  representations  only). 
Besides,  without  perception,  even  the  creations  of 
fancy  and  dreams  would  not  be  possible,  so  that  our 
external  senses,  with  reference  to  the  data  from 
which  experience  can  spring,  must  have  real  objects 
corresponding  to  them  in  space. 
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[There  are  two  kinds  of  idealists,  the  dogmatic,  who 
denies  the  existence  of  matter,  and  the  sceptical,  who 
doubts  it,  because  he  thinks  it  impossible  to  prove  it. 
At  present  we  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  former, 
who  is  an  idealist,  because  he  imagines  he  finds  con- 
tradictions in  the  possibility  of  matter  in  general. 
This  is  a  difficulty  which  we  shall  have  to  deal  with 
in  the  following  Bection  on  dialectical  syllogisms,  treat- 
ing of  reason  in  its  internal  struggle  with  reference 
to  the  concepts  of  the  possibility  of  all  that  belongs 
to  the  connection  of  experience.  The  sceptical  ideal- 
ist, on  the  contrary,  who  attacks  only  the  ground  of 
our  assertion,  and  declares  our  conviction  of  the 
existence  of  matter,  which  we  founded  on  immediate 
perception,  as  insufficient,  is  in  reality  a  benefactor  of 
human  reason,  because  he  obliges  us,  even  in  the 
smallest  matter  of  common  experience,  to  [p.  378] 
keep  our  eyes  well  open  and  not  to  consider  as  a 
well-earned  possession  what  may  have  come  to  us  by 
mistake  onlv.    We  now  shall  learn  to  understand 

w 

the  great  advantage  of  these  idealistic  objections. 
They  drive  us  by  main  force,  uidess  we  mean  to  con- 
tradict ourselves  in  our  most  ordinary  propositions, 
to  consider  all  perceptions,  whether  we  call  them  in- 
ternal or  external,  as  a  consciousness  only  of  what 
affects  our  sensibility,  and  to  look  on  the  external 
objects  of  them,  not  as  things  by  themselves,  but  only 
as  representations  of  which,  as  of  every  other  repre- 
sentation, we  can  become  immediately  conscious,  and 
which  are  called  external,  because  they  affect  what 
we  call  the  external  sense  with  its  intuition  of  space, 
being  itself  nothing  but  an  internal  kind  of  rcpre- 
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[sentation  in  which  certain  j>ereeption8  become  asso- 
ciated. 

If  we  were  to  admit  external  objects  to  be  things 
by  themselves,  it  would  be  simply  impossible  to  un- 
derstand how  we  can  arrive  at  a  knowledge  of  tbeir 
reality  outside  us,  considering  that  we  always  depend 
on  representations  which  are  inside  us.  It  is  surely 
impossible  that  wo  should  feel  outside  us,  and  not 
inside  us.  and  the  whole  of  our  self-consciousness 
cannot  give  us  anything  but  our  own  determinations. 
Thus  sceptical  idealism  forces  us  to  take  refuge  in  the 
only  place  that  is  left  to  us,  namely,  in  the  ideality 
of  all  phenomena :  tbe  very  ideality  which,  though 
as  yet  unprepared  for  its  consequences,  we  estab- 
lished in  our  own  transcendental  ./Esthetic,  [p.  379] 
If  then  we  are  asked  whether,  consequently,  dualism 
only  must  be  admitted  in  psychology,  we  answer, 
certainly,  but  only  in  its  empirical  acceptation. 
In  the  connection  of  experience  matter,  as  the  sub- 
stance of  phenomena,  is  really  given  to  the  external 
sense  in  the  same  manner  as  the  thinking  I,  the 
substance  of  phenomena,  is  given  to  the  internal 
sense;  and  it  is  according  to  the  rules  which  this 
category  introduces  into  the  empirical  connection  of 
our  external  as  well  as  internal  perceptions,  that 
phenomena  on  both  sides  must  be  connected  among 
themselves.  If.  on  the  contrary,  as  often  happens, 
we  were  to  extend  the  concept  of  dualism  and  take 
it  in  its  transcendental  acceptation,  then  neither  it, 
nor  on  one  side  the  pneumatism  which  is  opposed  to 
it,  or  on  the  other  side  tin-  materialism,  would  have 
the  smallest  foundation ;  we  should  have  missed  the 
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[determination  of  our  concepts,  and  have  mistaken  the 
difference  in  our  mode  of  representing  objects,  which. 
with  regard  to  what  they  are  in  themselves,  remain 
always  unknown  to  us.  for  a  difference  of  the  things 
themselves.  No  doubt  I,  as  represented  by  the  in- 
ternal sense  in  time,  and  objects  in  space  outside  mo, 
are  two  specifically  different  phenomena,  but  they 
are  not  therefore  conceived  as  different  things.  The 
transcendental  object,  which  forms  the  foundation 
of  external  phenomena,  and  the  other,  which  forma 
the  foundation  of  our  internal  intuition,  is  [p.  38°] 
therefore  neither  matter,  nor  a  thinking  being  by 
itself,  but  simply  an  unknown  cause  of  pheno- 
mena that  supplied  to  us  the  empirical  concept  of 
both. 

If  therefore,  as  evidently  forced  to  do  by  this  very 
criticism,  we  remain  faithful  to  the  old  rule,  never 
to  push  questions  beyond  where  possible  experience 
can  supply  us  with  an  object,  we  shall  never  dream 
of  going  beyond  the  objects  of  our  senses  and  asking 
what  they  may  be  by  themselves,  that  is,  without 
any  refereuce  to  our  senses  But  if  the  psychologist 
likes  to  take  phenomena  for  things  by  themselves, 
then,  whether  he  admit  into  his  system,  as  a  ma- 
terialist, matter  only,  or,  as  a  spiritualist,  thinking 
beings  only  (according  to  the  form  of  our  own  in- 
ternal sense),  or,  as  a  dualist,  both,  as  things  exist- 
ing in  themselves,  he  will  always  be  driven  by  his 
mistake  to  invent  theories  as  to  how  that  which 
is  not  a  thing  by  itself,  but  a  phenomenon  only,  could 
exist  by  itself. 
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CONSIDERATION  [p.  38 1  ] 

on  the  whole  of  pure  Psychology,  as  affected  by  these 
Paralogisms. 

If  we  compare  the  science  of  the  soul,  as  the 
physiology  of  the  internal  sense,  with  the  science 
of  the  body,  as  a  physiology  of  the  objects  of  external 
senses,  we  find,  besides  many  things  which  in  both 
must  be  known  empirically,  this  important  (Jillerence, 
that  in  the  latter  many  things  can  be  known  a  priori 
from  the  mere  concept  of  an  extended  and  imper- 
meable being,  while  in  the  former  nothing  can  l>e 
known  a  priori  and  synthetically  from  the  concept  of 
a  thinking  being.  The  cause  is  this.  Though  both 
are  phenomena,  yet  the  phenomena  of  the  external 
sense  have  something  permanent,  which  suggests  a 
substratum  of  varying  determinations,  and  conse- 
quently a  synthetical  concept,  namely,  that  of  space, 
and  of  a  phenomenon  in  space  ;  while  time,  the  only 
form  of  our  internal  intuition,  has  nothing  permanent, 
and  makes  us  to  know  the  change  of  determinations 
only,  but  not  the  determinable  object.  For  in  what 
we  call  soul  there  is  a  continuous  flux,  and  nothing 
permanent,  except  it  may  be  (if  people  will  so  have 
it)  the  simple  J,  so  simple  because  this  representa- 
tion has  no  contents,  consequently  nothing  manifold, 
so  that  it  seems  to  represent,  or  more  accurately  [p.  382] 
to  indicate,  a  simple  object.  This  I  or  Ego  would  have 
to  be  an  intuition,  which,  being  presupposed  in  all 
thought  (before  all  experience),  might  as  an  intuition 
supply  synthetical  propositions  a  priori,  supposing  it 
to  be  possible  to  get  a  knowledge  by  pure  reason  of 
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[the  nature  of  a  thinking  being  in  general.  But  this 
I  is  neither  an  intuition  nor  a  concept  of  any  object, 
but  the  mere  form  of  consciousness  which  can  ac- 
company both  classes  of  representations,  and  impart 
to  them  the  character  of  knowledge,  provided  some- 
thing else  be  given  in  intuition  which  supplies  matter 
for  a  representation  of  an  object.  Thus  we  see  that 
the  whole  of  rational  psychology  is  impossible  as 
transcending  the  powers  of  human  reason,  and 
nothing  remains  to  us  but  to  study  our  soul  under 
the  guidance  of  experience,  and  to  keep  ourselves 
within  the  limits  of  questions  which  do  not  go 
beyond  the  line  where  the  material  can  be  supplied 
by  possible  internal  experience. 

But  although  rational  psychology  is  of  no  use 
in  extending  our  knowledge,  but  as  such  made  up  of 
paralogisms  only,  we  cannot  deny  to  it  an  important 
negative  utility,  if  it  does  not  pretend  to  be  more 
thau  a  critical  investigation  of  our  dialectical  syllo- 
gisms, as  framed  by  our  common  and  natural  reason. 

What  purpose  can  be  served  by  psycho-  [p.  383] 
logy,  founded  on  pure  principles  of  reason  1  Its  chief 
purpose  is  meant  to  bo  to  guard  our  thinking  self 
against  the  danger  of  materialism.  This  purpose 
however    is  answered,   as   we    have    1  by    the 

concept  which  reason  gives  of  our  thinking  self. 
For,  so  far  from  there  being  any  fear  lest,  if  matter 
be  taken  away,  all  thought,  and  even  the  existence 
of  thinking  beings  might  vanish,  it  has  been  on 
contrary  clearly  shown  that,  if  we  take  away  the 
thinking  subject,  the  whole  material  world  would 
vanish,  because  it  is  nothing  but  a  phenomenon  in 
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[the  sensibility  of  our  own  subject,  and  a  certain  class 
of  its  representations. 

It  is  true  that  I  do  not  know  thus  this  thinking 
self  any  better  according  to  its  qn:dit.irs,  DOT  can  I 
perceive  its  permanence,  or  even  the  independence  of 
its  existence,  from  the  problematical  transcendental 
substratum  of  external  phenomena,  both  being  neces- 
sarily unknown  to  us.  But  as  it  is  nevertheless 
possible  that  I  may  find  reason,  from  other  than 
purely  speculative  causes,  to  believe  an  independent, 
and,  during  every  possible  change  of  my  states,  per- 
manently abiding  existence  of  my  thinking  nature, 
much  is  gained  if,  though  I  freely  confess  my  own 
ignorance,  I  can  nevertheless  repel  the  dogmatical 
attacks  of  a  speculative  opponent,  showing  [p.  384] 
to  him  that  he  can  never  know  more  of  the  nature 
of  the  subject,  in  order  to  deny  the  possibility  of  my 
belief,  than  I  can  know,  in  order  to  cling  to  it. 

Three  dialectical  questions,  which  form  the  real 
object  of  all  rational  psychology,  are  founded  on  tliis 
transcendental  illusion  of  our  psychological  concepts, 
and  cannot  be  answered  except  by  means  of  the 
considerations  in  which  we  have  just  been  engaged, 
namely,  (1)  the  question  of  the  possibility  of  the 
association  of  the  soul  with  an  organic  body,  that 
is,  of  aniniality  and  the  state  of  the  soul  in  the  life 
of  man ;  (2)  the  question  of  the  beginning  of  that 
association  of  the  soul  at  the  time  and  before  the 
time  of  our  birth  ;  (3)  the  question  of  the  end  of 
that  association  of  the  soul  at  and  after  the  time  of 
death  (immortality). 

What  I  maintain  is,  that  all  the  difficulties  which 
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[we  imagine  to  exist  in  these  questions,  and  with 
which,  as  dogmatical  objections,  people  wish  to  give 
themselves  an  air  of  deeper  insight  into  the  nature  of 
things  than  the  common  understanding  can  ever 
claim,  rest  on  a  mere  illusion,  which  leads  us  to 
hypostasisc  what  exists  in  thought  only,  and  to 
accept  it  in  the  same  quality  in  which  it  is  thought 
as  a  real  object,  outside  the  thinking  subject,  taking  in 
fact  extension,  which  is  phenomenal  only,  for  a  quality 
of  external  things,  existing  without  our  sen-  [p.  385] 
sibility  also,  and  movement  as  its  effect,  taking  place 
by  itself,  and  independently  of  our  senses.  Matter, 
the  association  of  which  with  the  soul  causes  so  much 
misgiving,  is  nothing  but  a  mere  form,  or  a  certain 
mode  of  representing  an  unknown  object  by  that 
intuition  which  we  call  the  external  sense.  There 
may,  therefore,  well  be  something  outside  us  to  whieh 
the  phenomenon  which  we  call  matter  corresponds  ; 
but  it  cannot  be  outside  us  in  its  quality  of  pheno- 
menon, but  merely  as  a  thought  within  us,  although 
that  thought  represents  it  through  the  external  sense 
as  existing  outside  us.  Matter,  therefore,  does  not 
signify  a  class  of  substances  totally  heterogeneous 
and  different  from  the  object  of  the  internal  sense 
(the  soul),  but  only  the  different  nature  of  the  pheno- 
menal appearance  of  objects  (in  tl  -  unknown 
to  us),  the  representations  of  which  we  call  external, 
as  compared  with  those  which  we  assign  to  the  in- 
ternal sense,  although,  like  all  other  thoughts,  they 
only  belong  to  the  thinking  subject.  They  possess 
however  this  illusion  that,  as  they  represent  objects 
in  space,  they  seem  to  separate  themselves  from  the 
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[soul  and  to  move  outside  it,  although  even  the  space, 
in  which  they  are  seen,  is  nothing  but  a  representati<  m 
of  which  no  homogeneous  original  can  ever  he  found 
outside  the  ooul.  The  question  therefore  is  no  longer 
as  to  the  possibility  of  an  association  of  the  soul  with 
i.tli.r  known  and  foreign  substances  outside  [p.  386] 
us,  but  oidy  as  to  the  connection  of  the  representa- 
tion of  the  internal  sense  with  the  modifications  of 
our  external  sensibility,  and  how  these  can  be  con- 
nected with  each  other  according  to  cnsinnt  laws, 
and  acquire  cohesion  in  experience. 

So  long  as  we  connect  internal  and  external 
phenomena  with  each  other  as  mere  representa- 
tions in  our  experience,  there  is  nothing  irrational, 
nor  anything  to  make  the  association  of  both  senses 
to  appear  strange.  As  soon  however  as  we  hypostatise 
the  external  phenomena,  looking  upon  them  no  longer 
as  representations,  but  as  things  existing  by  themselves 
(iiul  outside  11s,  with  the  same  quality  in  which  they 
exist  inside  us,  and  referring  to  our  own  thinking 
subject  their  acts  which  they,  as  phenomena,  show  in 
their  mutual  relation,  the  effective  causes  outside  us 
assume  a  character  which  will  not  harmonise  with 
their  effects  within  us,  because  that  character  refers 
to  the  external  senses  only,  but  the  effects  to  the 
internal  sense,  both  being  entirely  unhomogeneous, 
though  united  in  the  same  subject.  We  then  have 
no  other  external  effects  but  changes  of  place,  and  no 
forces  but  tendencies,  which  have  for  their  effects 
relations  in  space  only.  Within  us,  on  the  con- 
trary, those  effects  are  mere  thoughts,  without  any 
relations  of  space,  movement,  shape,  or  local     [p.  387] 
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[determination  between  them ;  and  we  entirely  lose 
the  thread  of  the  causes  in  the  effects  which  OQgbt 
to  show  themselves  in  the  int.ni.il  sense.  We  ought 
to  consider  therefore  that  bodlM  are  not  objects  by 
themselves  which  are  present  to  us,  but  a  mere  ap- 
j>earance  of  we  do  not  know  what  unknown  object, 
and  that  movement  likewise  is  not  the  effect  of 
tliat  unknown  cauBe,  but  only  the  appearance  of 
its  influence  on  our  senses.  Both  are  not  something 
outside  us,  but  only  representations  within  us, 
and  consequently  it  is  not  the  movement  of  matter 
which  produces  representations  within  us,  but  that 
motion  itself  (and  matter  also,  which  makes  itself 
known  through  it)  is  representation  only.  Our  whole 
self-created  difficulty  turns  on  this,  how  and  why  the 
representations  of  our  sensibility  are  so  connected 
with  each  other  that  those  which  we  call  external 
intuitions  can,  according  to  empirical  laws,  be  repre- 
sented as  objects  outside  us ;  a  question  which  is 
entirely  free  from  the  imagined  difficulty  of  ex- 
plaining the  origin  of  our  representations  from 
totally  heterogeneous  efficient  causes,  existing  out- 
ride us,  the  confusion  arising  from  our  mistaking 
the  phenomenal  appearance  of  an  unknown  cause 
for  a  cause  outside  us.  In  judgments  in  which 
then  is  a  misapprehension  confirmed  by  long  habit, 
it  is  impossible  to  bring  its  correction  at  once  [|>.  38s] 
to  that  clearness  which  can  be  produced  in  other  cases, 
where  no  inevitable  illusion  confuses  our  concept. 
Our  attempt  therefore  at  freeing  reason  from  these 
sophistical  theories  can  hardly  claim  as  yet  that  per- 
spicuity which  would  render  it  perfectly  satisfactory. 
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[I  hope  however  to  arrive  at  greater  lucidity  in  the 
following  manner. 

All  objection*  may  be  divided  into  dogmatical, 
critical,  and  sceptical.  The  dogmatical  attacks  the 
proposition,  the  critical  the  proof  of  a  proposition. 
The  former  presupposes  an  insight  into  the  peculiar 
nature  of  the  object  in  order  to  be  able  to  assert  the 
contrary  of  what  the  proposition  asserts.  It  is  there- 
fore itself  dogmatical,  and  pretends  to  know  the 
peculiar  nature  of  the  object  in  question  better  than 
the  opponent.  The  critical  objection,  as  it  says 
nothing  about  the  worth  or  worthlessness  of  the 
proposition,  and  attacks  the  proof  only,  need  not 
know  the  object  itself  better,  or  claim  a  better  know- 
ledge of  it.  All  it  wants  to  show  is,  that  a  proposition 
is  not  well  grounded,  not  that  it  is  false.  The  sceptical 
objection,  lastly,  places  assertion  and  denial  side  by 
side,  as  of  equal  value,  taking  one  or  the  other  now 
as  dogma,  and  now  as  denial ;  and  being  thus  in 
appearance  dogmatical  on  both  sides,  it  renders  [p.  389] 
every  judgment  on  the  object  impossible.  Both  the 
dogmatical  and  sceptical  objections  must  pretend  to 
so  much  knowledge  of  their  object  as  is  necessary  in 
order  to  assert  or  deny  anything  about  it.  The 
critical  objection,  on  the  contrary,  wishes  only  to 
show  that  something  purely  futile  and  fanciful  has 
been  used  in  support  of  a  proposition,  and  thus 
upsets  a  theory  by  depriving  it  of  its  pretended 
foundation,  without  wishing  to  establish  itself  any- 
thing else  about  the  nature  of  the  object. 

According  to  the  ordinary  concepts  of  our  reason 
with  regard  to  the  association  between  our  thinking 
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[subject  and  the  tilings  outside  us,  we  are  dogma- 
tic,!, and  look  upon  them  as  real  oljects,  existing  in- 
dependently of  ourselves,  in  accordance  with  a  certain 
transcendental  dualism  which  does  not  reckon  ex- 
ternal phenomena  as  n-proHentitJOBt  belonging  to 
the  subject,  but  places  them,  as  they  are  given  us  in 
sensuous  intuition,  as  objects  outside  us  and  entirely 
separated  from  the  thinking  subject.  This  mere  as- 
sumption is  tin-  foundation  ill' .ill  theories  uii  the  as- 
sociation between  soul  and  body.  It  is  never  asked 
whether  this  objective  reality  of  phenomena  is  abso- 
lutely true,  but  it  iti  taken  for  granted,  and  the  only 
question  seems  to  be,  how  it  is  to  be  explained  and 
understood.  The  three  systems  which  are  [p.  390] 
commonly  suggested,  and  which  in  fact  arc  alone 
possible,  are  those,  1st,  of  physical  influence,  2nd,  of 
pre-established  harmony,  and  3rd,  of  supernatural 
assistance. 

The  second  and  third  explanations  of  the  association 
between  soul  and  matter  arise  from  objections  to  the 
first,  which  is  that  of  the  ordinary  understanding, 
the  objection  being,  that  what  appears  as  matt'  1 
cannot  by  its  immediate  influence  be  the  cause  of 
representations,  these  being  a  totally  heterogeneous 
class  of  effects.  Those  who  start  this  objection 
cannot  understand  by  the  objects  of  the  external 
senses  matter,  conceived  as  phenomenon  only,  and 
there-fun:  itself  a  mere  representation  produced  by 
whatever  external  objects.  For  in  that  esse  they 
would  really  say  that  the  representations  of  external 
objects  (phenomena)  cannot  be  the  extemal  causes  of 
the  representations  in  our  mind,  which  would  be  a 
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[meaningless  objection,  because  nobody  would  tbink 
of  taking  for  an  external  cause  wbat  he  knows  to  be 
a  mere  representation.  According  to  our  principles 
the  object  of  their  theory  can  only  be,  that  that  which 
is  the  true  (transcendental)  object  of  our  external 
senses  cannot  lie  the  cause  of  those  representations 
(phenomena)  which  we  mean  by  the  name  of  matter. 
As  no  one  has  any  right  to  say  that  he  [p.  391] 
knows  anything  of  the  transcendental  cause  of  the 
representations  of  our  external  senses,  their  assertion 
is  entirely  groundless.  And  if  the  pretended  reformers 
of  the  doctrine  of  physical  influence  represent,  ac- 
cording to  the  ordinary  views  of  transcendental 
dualism,  matter,  as  such,  as  a  thing  by  itself  (not 
simply  as  a  mere  phenomenal  appearance  of  an  un- 
known thing),  and  then  proceed  in  their  objections 
to  Bhow  that  such  an  external  object,  which  shows 
no  causality  but  that  of  movements,  can  never  be 
the  efficient  cause  of  representations,  but  that  a  third 
1  m ■  j r  1  -_r  must  intervene  in  order  to  produce,  if  not 
reciprocal  action,  at  least  correspondence  and  harmony 
between  the  two,  they  would  really  begin  their  re- 
futation by  admitting  in  their  dualism  the  irpurov 
■<^evSos  of  a  physical  influence,  and  thus  refute  by  their 
objection,  not  so  much  the  physical  influence  as 
their  own  duah'stic  premisses.  For  all  the  difficulties 
with  regard  to  a  possible  connection  between  a 
thinking  nature  and  matter  arise,  without  exception, 
from  that  too  readily-admitted  dualistic  representation, 
namely,  that  matter,  as  such,  is  not  phenomenal,  that 
is,  a  mere  representation  of  the  mind  to  which  an 
unknown  object  corresponds,  but  the  object  itself, 
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[such  as  it  exists  outside  us,  and  independent  of  all 
sensibility.  [p.  392] 

It  is  impossible,  therefore,  to  start  a  dogmatical 
objection  against  the  commonly  received  theory  of  a 
physical  influence.  For  if  the  opponent  were  to  say 
that  matter  and  its  movements  are  purely  phenomenal 
and  therefore  mere  representations,  the  oidy  difficulty 
remaining  to  him  would  be  that  the  unknown  object 
of  our  senses  could  not  be  the  cause  of  our  repre- 
sentations, and  this  he  has  no  right  to  say,  because 
no  one  is  able  to  determine  what  an  unknown  object 
may  or  may  not  be  able  to  effect ;  and,  according  to 
our  former  argument,  ho  must  necessarily  admit  thia 
transcendental  idealism,  unless  he  wishes  to  hyposta- 
sise  representations  and  place  them  outside  himself 
as  real  things. 

What  is  quite  possible,  however,  is  to  raise  a  well- 
founded  critical  objection  to  the  commonly  received 
opinion  of  a  physical  influence.  For  the  pretended 
association  between  two  kinds  of  sulwtancee,  the  one 
thinking,  the  other  extended,  rests  on  a  coarse 
dualism,  and  changes  the  latter,  though  they  are 
nothing  but  representations  of  the  thinking  subjects, 
into  things  existing  by  themselves.  Thus  the  inis- 
understood  physical  influence  may  be  entirely  upset 
by  showing  that  the  proof  which  was  to  establish  it, 
was  surreptitiously  obtained,  and  therefore,  valueless. 

The  notorious  problem,  therefore,  as  to  a  pos- 
sible association  between  the  thinking  and  the 
extended,  would,  when  all  that  is  purely  [p.  393] 
imaginative  is  deducted,  come  to  this,  how  external 
intuition,  namely,  that  of  space  (or  what  fills  space, 

z  2 


340  TRANSCENDENTAL   DIALECi  l<  . 

[namely,  form  and  movement),  is  possible  in  any 
thinking  8ttbject?  To  this  question,  however,  no 
hunuui  being  can  return  an  answer,  and  instead  of 
attempting  to  fill  this  gap  in  our  knowledge,  all  we 
can  do  is  to  indicate  it  by  ascribing  external  phe- 
nomena to  a  transcendental  object  as  the  cause  of 
this  cluss  of  representations,  but  which  we  shall 
never  know,  nor  be  able  to  form  any  concept  of.  In 
all  practical  questions  we  treat  phenomena  as  objects 
by  themselves,  without  troubling  ourselves  ubuut  the 
first  cause  of  their  possibility  (as  phenomena).  But 
as  soon  as  we  go  beyond,  the  concept  of  a  transcen- 
dental object  becomes  inevitable. 

The  decision  of  all  the  discussions  on  the  state 
of  a  thinking  being,  before  this  association  with 
matter  (life)  or  after  the  ceasing  i>t"  such  association 
(death),  depends  on  the  remarks  which  we  have 
just  made  on  the  association  between  the  thinking 
and  the  extended.  The  opinion  that  the  thinking 
subject  was  able  to  think  before  any  association  with 
bodies,  would  assume  the  following  form,  that  before 
the  beginning  of  that  kind  of  sensibility  [p.  394] 
through  which  something  appears  to  us  in  space,  the 
same  transcendental  objects,  which  in  our  present  state 
appear  as  bodies,  could  have  been  seen  in  a  totally 
different  way.  The  other  opinion  that,  after  the 
cessation  of  its  association  with  the  material  world, 
the  soul  could  continue  to  think,  would  be  expressed 
as  follows :  that,  if  that  kind  of  sensibility  through 
which  transcendental  and,  for  the  present,  entirely 
unknown  objects  appear  to  us  as  a  material  world, 
should  cease,  it  would  not  follow  that  thereby  all 
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[intuition  of  them  would  be  removed  :  it  being  quite 
possible  that  the  same  unknown  objects  should  con- 
tinue to  be  known  by  the  thinking  subject,  although 
no  longer  in  the  quality  of  bodies. 

Now  it  is  quite  true  that  no  one  can  produce  from 
MX  mlative  principles  thfl  smallest  ground  for  such  an 
assertion,  or  do  more  than  presuppose  its  possibility, 
but  neither  can  any  valid  dogmatical  objection  be 
raised  against  it.  For  whoever  would  attempt  to 
do  so,  would  know  neither  more  nor  less  than  I  my- 
self, or  anybody  else,  about  the  absolute  and  internal 
runs.-  of  external  and  materia]  phenomena  As  he 
cannot  pretend  to  know  on  what  the  reality  of  ex- 
ternal phenomena  in  oitr  present  state  (in  life)  really 
rests,  neither  can  he  know  that  the  condition  of  all 
external  intuition,  or  the  thinking  subject  [p.  395] 
itself,  will  cease  after  this  state  (in  death). 

We  thus  see  that  all  the  wrangling  about  the 
nature  of  a  thinking  befog  and  its  association  with 
the  material  world  arises  simply  from  our  filling  the 
gap,  due  to  our  ignorance,  with  paralogisms  of  reason, 
and  by  changing  thoughts  into  things  and  hyposta- 
sising  them.  On  this  an  imaginary  science  is  built 
up.  both  by  those  who  assert  and  by  those  who  deny, 
some  pretending  to  know  al out  objects  of  which  no 
human  Ini-ing  has  any  conception,  while  others  make 
their  own  representations  to  be  objects,  all  turning 
round  in  a  constant  circle  of  ambiguities  and  contra- 
dictions. Nothing  but  a  sober,  strict,  and  just  criticism 
can  free  us  of  this  dogmatical  illusion,  which,  through 
theories  and  systems,  deceives  so  many  by  an  imagin- 
ary happiness.     It  alone  can  limit  our  speculative 
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[pretensions  to  the  sphere  of  possible  experience,  and 
this  not  by  a  shallow  scoffing  at  repeated  failures  or 
by  piouH  sighs  over  the  limits  of  our  reason,  hut  by 
a  demarcation  made  according  to  well  established 
principles,  writing  the  nihil  ulterius  with  perfect 
assurance  on  those  Herculean  columns  which  Nature 
herself  has  erected,  in  order  that  the  voyage  of  our 
reason  should  be  continued  ro  far  only  as  the  con- 
tinuous shores  of  experience  extend — shores  [p.  396] 
which  we  cau  never  forsake  without  being  driven  upon 
a  boundless  ocean,  which,  after  deceiving  us  again 
and  again,  makes  us  in  the  end  cease  all  our  laborious 
and  tedious  endeavours  as  perfectly  hopeless. 
***** 

We  have  not  yet  given  what  we  have  promised  to 
give,  namely,  a  general  and  clear  investigation  of 
the  transceudental,  and  yet  natural  illusion,  produced 
by  the  paralogisms  of  pure  reason,  and  the  justi- 
fication of  our  systematical  arrangement  of  them, 
which  ran  parallel  with  the  table  of  the  categories. 
We  could  not  have  done  this  at  the  beginning  of 
this  section,  without  running  the  risk  of  becoming 
obscure,  or  inconveniently  anticipating  our  argu- 
ments.    We  shall  now  try  to  fulfil  our  promise. 

All  illusion  may  be  explained  as  mistaking  the 
subjective  condition  of  thought  for  the  knowledge  of 
the  object.  Now  we  showed  in  the  introduction  to 
the  transcendental  Dialectic,  that  pure  reason  is 
occupied  exclusively  with  the  totality  of  the  synthesis 
of  conditions  belonging  to  anything  conditioned. 
As  therefore  the  dialectical  illusion  of  pure  reason 
cannot  be  an   empirical  illusion,  such  as  occurs  in 
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[certain  empirical  kinds  of  knowledge  but  can  refer 
only  to  the  conditions  of  thought  in  general,  [p.  397] 
so  that  there  can  only  be  three  cases  of  the  dialectical 
use  of  pure  reason : 

1 .  The  synthesis  of  the  conditions  of  a  thought  in 
general. 

2.  The  synthesis  of  the  conditions  of  empirical 
thought. 

3.  The  synthesis  of  the  conditions  of  pure  thought. 
In  every  one  of  these  three  cases  pure  reason  is 

occupied  only  with  the  absoluto  totality  of  that 
synthesis,  that  is,  with  that  condition,  which  is  itself 
unconditioned.  It  is  on  this  division  also  that  the 
threefold  transcendental  illusion  is  founded  which  leads 
to  three  subdivisions  of  the  Dialectic,  and  to  as  many 
pretended  sciences  flowing  from  pure  reason,  namely, 
transcendental  psychology,  cosmology,  and  theology. 
We  are  at  present  concerned  with  the  6rst  only. 

As,  in  thinking  in  general,  we  take  no  account  of 
the  relation  of  our  thoughts  to  any  object  (whether 
of  the  senses  or  of  the  pure  understanding),  what 
is  called  (l)  the  synthesis  of  the  conditions  of  a 
thought  in  general,  is  not  objective  at  all,  but  only 
a  synthesis  of  thought  with  the  subject,  which  syn- 
thesis is  wrongly  taken  for  the  synthetical  PeptOBCP 
tation  of  an  object. 

It  follows  from  this  that  the  dialectical  conclusion 
as  to  the  condition  of  all  thought  in  general,  which 
condition  itself  is  unconditioned,  does  not  involve  a 
fault  in  its  contents  (for  it  ignores  all  contents  or 
objects),  but  only  a  fault  in  form,  and  must  [p.  39*] 
therefore  be  called  a  paralogism. 
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[Ah  moreover  the  only  condition  which  accompanies 
all  thought  is  the  J,  in  the  general  proposition  I 
think,  reason  has  really  to  deal  with  this  condition, 
bo  far  as  that  condition  is  itself  unconditioned.  It  is 
however  a  formal  condition  only,  namely,  the  logical 
unity  of  every  thought,  no  account  lining  taken 
of  any  object;  hut  it  is  represented  nevertheless  as 
an  object  which  I  think,  namely,  as  the  I  itself  and 
its  unconditioned  unity. 

If  I  were  asked  what  is  the  nature  of  a  thing 
which  tliinks,  I  could  not  give  any  answer  a  priori, 
for  the  answer  ought  to  be  synthetical,  as  an  ana- 
lytical answer  might  explain  perhaps  the  meaning  of 
thought,  but  could  never  add  any  real  knowledge 
of  that  on  which  the  possibility  of  thought  depends. 
For  a  synthetical  solution,  however,  we  should  re- 
quire intuition,  and  this  has  been  entirely  left  out 
of  account  in  the  general  form  given  to  our  problem. 
It  is  equally  impossible  to  answer  the  general  question, 
what  is  the  nature  of  a  thing  which  is  moveable, 
hecause  in  that  case  the  impermeable  extension 
(matter)  is  not  given.  But  although  I  have  no 
answer  to  return  to  that  question  in  general,  it  might 
seem  that  I  coidd  answer  it  in  a  special  case,  namely, 
in  the  proposition  which  expresses  the  self-conscious- 
ness, I  think.  For  this  I  is  the  first  subject,  [p.  399] 
i.e.  substance,  it  is  simple,  &c.  These,  however,  ought 
then  to  be  propositions  of  experience,  which  never- 
theless, without  a  general  rule  containing  the  con- 
ditions of  the  possibility  of  thought  in  general  and 
a  priori,  could  not  contain  such  predicates  (which 
are  not  empirical).    This  consideration   makes  our 
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[knowledge  of  the  nature  of  a  thinking  being  de- 
rived from  pure  concepts,  which  seemed  at  first  so 
plausible,  extremely  suspicious,  though  we  have 
not  yet  discovered  the  place  where  the  fault  really 
lies. 

A  further  investigation,  however,  of  the  origin  of 
the  attributes  which  I  predicate  of  myself  as  a 
thinking  being  in  general,  may  help  us  to  discover 
the  fault.  They  are  no  more  than  pure  categories 
by  which  I  can  never  think  a  definite  object,  but 
only  the  unity  of  the  representations  which  is  re- 
quisite in  order  to  determine  an  object.  Without 
a  previous  intuition,  no  category  by  itself  can  give 
me  a  concept  of  an  object,  for  by  intuition  aloue  the 
object  is  given,  which  afterwards  is  thought  in  ac- 
cordance with  a  category.  In  order  to  declare  a 
thing  to  be  a  substance  in  phenomenal  appearance, 
predicates  of  its  intuition  must  first  be  given  to  me, 
in  which  I  may  distinguish  the  permanent  from  the 
changeable,  and  the  substratum  (the  thing  in  itself) 
from  that  which  is  merely  inherent  in  it,  [p.  400] 
If  1  call  a  thing  simple  as  a  phenomenon,  what  I 
mean  is  that  its  intuition  is  a  part  of  phenomenal 
appearance,  but  cannot  itself  be  divided  into  parts, 
Ac  But  if  I  know  something  to  be  simple  in  con- 
cept only,  and  not  in  phenomenal  appearance,  I  have 
really  no  knowledge  whatever  of  the  subject,  but 
only  of  a  concept  of  mine  which  I  make  to  myself 
of  a  something  that  is  incapable  of  any  real  intui- 
tion. I  only  say  that  I  think  something  as  perfectly 
simple,  because  I  have  really  nothing  to  say  of  it 
except  that  it  is  something. 
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[Now  the  mere  apperception  (the  I)  is  substance  in 
concept,  siinj.li:  in  concept,  &c,  and  so  far  all  the 
psychological  proposition.-;  df  which  we  spoke  before 
are  incontestably  true.  Nevertheless  what  we  really 
wish  to  know  of  the  soul,  becomes  by  no  meanB  known 
to  us  in  thut  way,  because  all  those  predicates  are 
with  regard  to  intuition  non-valid,  entailing  no  con- 
sequences with  regard  to  objects  of  experience,  and 
therefore  entirely  empty.  For  that  concept  of  sub- 
stance does  not  teach  me  that  the  soul  continues  by 
itself,  or  that  it  is  a  part  of  external  intuitions, 
which  itself  cannot  be  resolved  into  parts,  and  cannot 
therefore  arise  or  perish  by  any  changes  of  nature. 
These  are  qualities  which  would  make  the  bouI  known 
to  us  in  its  connection  with  experience,  and  might  give 
us  an  insight  into  its  origin  and  future  state,  [p.  <ot] 
But  if  I  say,  by  means  of  the  category  only,  that  the 
soul  is  a  simple  substance,  it  is  clear  that  the  bare 
rational  concept  of  substance  contains  nothing  beyond 
the  thought  that  a  thing  should  be  represented  as  a 
subject  in  itself,  without  becoming  in  turn  a  predicate 
of  anything  else.  Nothing  can  be  deduced  from  this, 
with  regard  to  the  permanence  (of  the  I),  nor  can  the 
attribute  of  simplicity  add  that  of  permanence,  nor 
can  we  thus  learn  anything  whatsoever  as  to  the  fate 
of  the  soul  in  the  revolutions  of  the  world.  If  any- 
body could  tell  us  that  the  soul  is  a  simple  part  of 
matter,  we  might,  with  the  help  of  experience,  deduce 
1 1  <  an  this  the  permanence  and,  on  account  of  its  simple 
nature,  the  indestructibility  of  the  soul.  But  of  all 
this,  the  concept  uf  the  I,  in  the  psychological  propo- 
sition of  /  think,  tells  us  nothing. 
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why  that  being  which  thinks  within 


[The  reason 

imagines  that  it  knows  itself  by  means  of  pure 
categories,  and  especially  by  that  which  expresses 
absolute  unity  under  each  head,  is  this.  The  apper- 
ception itself  is  the  ground  of  the  possibility  of  the 
categories,  and  these  represent  nothing  but  the  syn- 
thesis of  the  manifold  in  intuition,  so  far  as  it  has 
unity  in  apperception.  Self-consciousness  therefore 
is  the  representation  of  that  which  forms  the  con- 
dition of  all  unity,  and  is  itself  unconditioned.  Om 
may  therefore  say  of  the  thinking  I  (the  soul),  [jmoj] 
which  represents  itself  as  substance,  simple,  nume- 
rically identical  in  all  time,  and  as  the  correlative  of 
all  existence,  from  which  in  fact  all  other  existence 
must  be  concluded,  that  it  does  not  know  itself  through 
the  categories,  but  knows  the  categories  only,  and 
through  them  all  objects,  in  the  absolute  unity  of 
■apperception,  that  is.  through  itself.  It  may  seem  no 
doubt  self-evident  that  I  cannot  know  as  an  object 
that  which  is  presupposed  in  order  to  enable  me  to 
know  an  object,  and  that  the  determining  self 
(thought)  differs  from  the  self  that  is  to  be  determined 
(the  thinking  subject),  like  knowledge  from  its  object. 
Nevertheless  nothing  is  more  natural  or  at  least  more 
tempting  than  the  illusion  which  makes  us  look  upon 
the  unity  in  the  synthesis  of  thoughts  as  a  perceived 
unity  in  the  subject  of  thoughts.  One  might  call  it 
the  surreptitious  admission  of  an  bypostasised  con- 
sciousness (apperceptiones  substantiate). 

If  we  want  to  have  a  logical  term  for  the  paralo- 
gism in  the  dialectical  syllogisms  of  rational  psycho- 
logy, based  on  perfectly  correct  premisses,  it  might  be 
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[called  a  sophisma  figur®  diction  is.  In  the  major  we 
use  the  category',  with  reference  to  its  condition,  tran- 
6ccndentally  only;  in  the  minor  and  in  the  conclusion, 
we  use  the  same  category,  with  reference  to  the  soul 
which  is  to  be  comprehended  under  that  [p.  403] 
condition,  empirically.  Thus,  in  the  paralogism  of 
simplicity,  the  concept  of  substance  is  a  purely  intel- 
lectual OOSOept  wliich,  without  the  conditions  of  sen- 
suous intuition,  admits  of  a  transcendental  use  only, 
that  is.  of  no  use  at  all.  In  the  minor,  however,  we 
refer  the  same  concept  to  the  object  of  all  internal 
experience,  though  without  having  previously  es- 
tablished the  condition  of  ita  application  in  concreto, 
namely,  its  permanence.  We  (1ms  are  malting  an 
empirical,  and  therefore  entirely  inadmissible  use 
of  it. 

Lastly,  in  order  to  show  the  systematical  connection 
of  all  these  dialectical  propositions  of  a  rationalising 
psychology,  according  to  their  connection  in  pure 
reason,  and  thus  to  establish  their  completeness,  it 
should  be  remarked  that  the  apperception  is  carried 
through  all  the  classes  of  the  categories,  but  only 
with  reference  to  those  concepts  of  the  understanding, 
which  in  each  of  them  formed  a  foundation  of  unity 
for  the  othera  in  a  possible  perception,  namely  sub- 
sistence, reality,  unity  (not  plurality)  and  existence,  all 
of  which  are  here  represented  by  reason,  as  conditions 
(themselves  unconditioned)  of  the  possibility  of  a 
thinking  being.     Thus  the  soul  knows  in  itself : 
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[P-  -4»4] 


The  unconditioned  unity 

of  the  relation, 

that  is, 

itself,  not  u*  inherent, 

but  aa 

subsisting. 


II. 


The  unconditioned  unity 

of  Quality, 

thnt  is, 

not  on  n  real  whole, 

but  as 

pimple '. 


in. 

The  unconditioned  unity 

in  tho  manifoldnesB  of  time, 

that  is, 

not  as  at  different  times 

numerically  different, 

but  as 

one  and  the  same  subject. 


rv. 

The  unconditioned  unity 

of  existence  in  space, 

that  is, 

not  ns  the  consciousness  of  many  things  outside  it, 

but  as  the  consciousness  of  the  existence  of  itself  only, 

and  of  other  tilings,  merely 

as  its  representations. 

Reason  is  the  facility  of  principles.  The  [p.  405] 
statements  of  pure  psychology  do  not  contain  em- 
pirical predicates  of  the  soul,  but  such  as,  if  they 
exist,  are  meant  to  determine  the  object  by  itself,  in- 
dependent of  all  experience,  and  therefore  by  a  pure 
reason  only.  They  ought  therefore  to  rest  on  prin- 
ciples and  on  general  concepts  of  thinking  beings. 
Instead  of  this  we  find  that  a  single  representation, 

1  How  the  simple  can  again  correspond  to  the  category  of  reality 
cannot  yet  be  explained  here;  but  will  be  shown  in  the  following 
chapter,  when  another  ut*  has  to  be  discussed  which  reason  nukes 
of  the  same  concept. 
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[I  am,  governs  them  all,  a  representation  which,  for 
the  very  reason  that  it  expresses  the  pure  formula  of 
all  my  experience  (indefinite),  claims  to  be  a  general 
proposition,  applicable  to  all  thinking  beings,  and, 
though  single  in  all  respects,  has  the  appearance  of 
an  absolute  unity  of  the  conditions  of  thought  in 
general,  thus  stretching  far  beyond  the  limits  of 
possible  experience-] 
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CHAPTER   II. 


THE    ANTINOMY    OF   PURE   REASON. 


In  the  Introduction  to  this  part  of  our  work  we 
showed  that  all  the  transcendental  illusion  of  pure 
reason  depended  on  three  dialectical  syllogisms,  the 
outline  of  which  is  supplied  to  us  hy  logic  in  the 
three  formal  kinds  of  the  ordinary  syllogism,  in  ahout 
the  same  way  in  which  the  logical  outline  of  [p.  <o6] 
the  categories  was  derived  from  the  four  functions  of 
all  judgments.  The  ji ret  clots  of  these  rationalising 
syllogisms  aimed  at  the  unconditioned  unity  of  the 
suhjective  conditions  of  all  representations  (of  the 
subject  or  the  soul)  as  corresponding  to  the  categorical 
syllogisms  of  reason,  the  major  of  which,  as  the  prin- 
ciple, asserts  the  relation  of  a  predicate  to  a  subject 
The  second  class  of  the  dialectical  arguments  will, 
therefore,  in  analogy  with  tho  hypothetical  syllogisms, 
take  for  its  object  the  unconditioned  unity  of  the 
objective  conditions  in  phenomenal  appearance,  while 
the  third  class,  which  has  to  be  treated  in  the  follow- 
ing chapter,  will  be  concerned  with  the  unconditioned 
unity  of  the  objective  conditions  of  the  possibility  of 
objects  in  general. 

It  should  be  remarked,  however,  that  a  transcen- 
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dental  paralogism  caused  a  one-sided  illusion  only, 
with  regard  to  our  idea  of  the  subject  of  our  thought ; 
and  that  it  is  impossible  to  find  in  mere  concepts  of 
reason  the  slightest  excuse  for  maintaining  the  con- 
trary. All  the  advantage  is  on  the  side  of  pneumatism, 
although  it  cannot  hide  the  hereditary  taint  by  which 
it    evaporates    into    nought,  when  subjected  to   the 
ordeal  of  our  critique. 
.       Tin:  case  is  totally  different  when  we  apply  reason 
'    to  the  objective  synthesis  of  phenomena ;  here    [p.  407] 
U  reason  tries  at  first,  with  great  plausibility,  to  es- 
ttablish  its  principle  of  unconditioned  unity,  but  be- 
ftcomes  soon  entangled   in    so    many  contradictious, 
Itthat  it  must  give  up  its  pretensions  with  regard  to 
BOBniolugy  also. 

For  here  we  are  met  by  a  new  phenomenon  in 
human  reason,  namely,  a  perfectly  natural  Antithetic, 
which  is  not  produced  by  any  artificial  efforts,  but 
into  which  reason  falls  by  itself,  and  inevitably. 
Reason  is  no  doubt  preserved  thereby  from  the 
slumber  of  an  imaginary  conviction,  which  is  often 
produced  by  a  purely  one-sided  illusion  ;  but  it  is 
tempted  at  the  same  time,  either  to  abandon  itself  to 
sceptical  despair,  or  to  assume  a  dogmatical  obstinacy, 
taking  its  stand  on  certain  assertions,  without  grant- 
ing a  hearing  and  doing  justice  to  the  arguments  of 
the  opponent.  In  both  cases,  a  death-blow  is  dealt 
to  sound  philosophy,  although  in  the  former  we 
might  speak  of  the  Euthanasia  of  pure  reason. 

Before  showing  the  scenes  of  discord  and  confusion 
produced  by  the  conflict  of  the  laws  (antinomy)  of 
pure  reason,  we  shall  have  to  make  a  few  remarks  in 
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order  to  explain  and  justify  the  method  which  we 
mean  to  follow  in  the  treatment  of  this  subject.     I 
shall  call    all  transcendental  ideas,  so  far  as   they 
relate  to  the  absolute  totality  in  the  synthesis  of 
phenomena,  cosmical  concepts,  partly,    be-     [p.  408] 
cause  of  the  unconditioned    totality  on  which    the 
concept  of  the  cosmical  universe  also  rests  (which/ 
is  itself  an   idea  only),  partly,  because  they  rcfci 
to  the  synthesis  of  phenomena  only,  which  is  em 
pineal)  while  tho  absolute  totality  in  the  synthesi 
of  the  conditions  of  all  possible  things  must  pro 
duce  an  ideal  of  pure  reason,  totally  different  fron 
the  cosmical  concept,  although  in  a  certain  sense  re- 
lated to  it.     As  therefure  the  paralogisms  of  pure 
reason  formed  the  foundation  for  a  dialectical  psycho- 
logy, the  antinomy  of  pure  reason  will  place  before 
our  eyes  the  transcendental  principles  of  a  pretended 
pure  (rational)  cosmology,  not  in  order  to  show  that 
it  is  valid  and  can  be  accepted,  but,  as  may  be  guessed 
from  the  very  name  of  the  antinomy  of  reason,  in 
order  to  expose  it  as  an  idea  surrounded  by  decep- 
tive and  false  appearances,  and  utterly  irreconcrleable 
with  phenomena. 


THE  ANTINOMY  OF  PURE  REASON. 

Section  I. 
System  of  catmdogical  Idea*. 

Before  we  are  able  to  enumerate  these  ideas  accord- 
ing to  a  principle  and  with  systematic  precisiou,  we 
must  bear  in  mind, 

vol,  11.  A  a 
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1st.  That  pure  and  transcendental  concepts  arise 
from  the  understanding  only,  and  that  reason  [p. 409] 
does  not  in  reality  produce  any  concept,  but  oiAy  frees, 
i(  may  he,  the  concept  of  the  understanding  of  the  in- 
evitable limitation  of  a  possible  experience,  and  thus 
trios  to  enlarge  it,  beyond  the  limits  of  ex  peri  -n< ■■■  . 
yet  in  connection  with  it.  Reason  does  this  by  de- 
manding for  something  that  is  given  as  conditioned, 
absolute  totality  on  the  side  of  the  conditions  (undflt 
which  the  understanding  subjects  all  phenomena  of  a 
synthetical  unity).  It  thus  changes  the  category  into 
a  transcendental  idea,  in  order  to  give  absolute  com- 
pleteness to  the  empirical  .synthesis,  by  continuing  it 
as  far  as  the  unconditioned  (which  can  never  be  met 
with  in  experience,  but  in  the  idea  only).  In  doing  this, 
reason  follows  the  principle  that,  if  the  conditioned  is 
given,  the  tohole  sum  of  conditions,  and  therefore  the 
absolutely  ■unconditioned  must  be  given  likewise,  the 
former  being  impossible  without  the  latter.  Hence 
the  transcendental  ideas  are  in  reality  nothing  but 
categories,  enlarged  till  they  reach  the  unconditioned, 
and  those  ideas  must  admit  of  being  arranged  in  a 
table,  according  to  the  titles  of  the  categories. 

2ndly,  Not  all  categories  will  lend  themselves  to 
this,  but  those  oidy  in  which  the  synthesis  constitutes 
a  series,  and  a  series  of  subordinated  (not  of  co- 
ordinated) conditions.  Absolute  totality  is  demanded 
by  reason,  with  regard  to  an  ascending  [p.  410] 
series  of  conditions  onlv,  not  therefore  when  we  have 
to  deal  with  a  descending  line  of  consequences,  or 
with  an  aggregate  of  co-ordinated  conditions.  For, 
with  reference  to  something  given  as  conditioned, 
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conditions  are  presupposed  and  considered  as  given 
with  it.  while,  on  the  other  hand,  as  consequences  do 
BOt  render  their  conditions  possible,  but  rather  pre- 
suppose them,  we  need  not,  in  proceeding  to  the  con- 
sequences (or  in  descending  from  any  given  condition 
to  the  conditioned),  trouble  ourselves  whether  the 
series  comes  to  an  end  or  not.  the  question  as  to  then- 
totality  being  in  fact  no  presupposition  of  reason 
whatever. 

Thus  we  necessarily  conceive  time  past  up  to  a 
given  moment,  as  given,  even  if  not  determinable  by 
us:  But  with  regard  to  time  future,  which  is  not  a 
condition  of  arriving  at  time  present-,  it  is  entirely 
indifferent,  if  we  want  to  conceive  the  latter,  what  we 
may  think  about  the  former,  whether  we  take  it,  as 
coming  to  an  end  somewhere,  or  as  going  on  to  infinity. 
Let  us  take  the  series  wi,  n,  o,  where  n  is  given  as 
conditioned  by  m,  and  at  the  same  time  as  a  con- 
dition of  o.  Let  that  series  ascend  from  the  condition 
of  n  to  in  (I,  k;  t,  &c),  and  descend  from  the  condition 
n  to  the  conditioned  o  (p,  q,  r,  Ac).  I  must  then  pre- 
suppose the  former  series,  in  order  to  take  n  as  given, 
and  according  to  reason  (the  totality  o£_condilk>ns)  » 
is  possible  only  by  means  of  that  scries,  while  [im«  •] 
ite  possibility  depends  in  no  way  on  the  subsequent 
series  o,  p,  q,  r,  which  therefore  cannot  be  considered 
as  given,  but  only  as  dabilig,  capable  of  being  given.      ,, 

I  shall  call  the  synthesis  of  a  series  on  the  side  of 
the  conditions,  beginning  with  the  one  nearest  to  a 
given  phenomenon,  and  advancing  to  the  more  re- 
conditions, regremve ;  the  other,  which  on  the 
side  of  the  conditioned  advances  from  the  nearest 
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effect  to  the  more  remote  ones,  progressive.  The 
former  proceed*  in  antecedmtia,  the  second  in  con- 
wqueniia.  ^osmological  ideas  therefore,  being  oc- 
cupied with  the  totality  of  regressive  synthesis,  pro- 
ceed in  antecedent! a,  not  in  consequential  If  the 
latter  should  take  place,  it  would  be  a  gratuitous. 
not  a  necessary  problem  of  pure  reason,  because_for 
a  complete  comprehpnfjp"  of  wliah  ic  ppv/m  ^i«  in 
experience  we  want  to  know  the  causes,  but  not  the 
-effects. 


/ 


In  order  to  arrange  a  table  of  ideas  in  accordance 
with  the  table  of  the  categories,  we  must  take,  first, 
the  two  original  quanta  of  all  our  intuition,  time 
ami  space.  Time  is  in  itself  a  series  (and  the  formal 
condition  of  all  series),  and  in  it,  therefore,  with  re- 
ference to  any  given  present,  we  have  to  distill;. 
a  priori  the  antecedentia  as  conditions  (the  past) 
from  the  consequent ia  (the  future).  Hence  [p.  4'*] 
the  transcendental  idea  of  the  absolute  totality  of  the 
series  of  conditions  of  anything  conditioned  refers  to 
time  past  only.  The  whole  of  time  past  is  looked 
upon,  according  to  the  idea  of  reason,  as  a  necessary 
condition  of  the  given  moment.  With  regard  to 
space  there  is  in  it  no  difference  between  progressus 
and  regree8U8,  because  all  its  parts  exist  together 
and  form  an  aggregate,  but  no  series.  We  can  look 
upon  the  present  moment,  with  reference  to  time 
past,  as  conditioned  only,  but  never  as  condition, 
because  this  moment  arises  only  through  time  past 
(or  rather  through  the  passing  of  antecedent  time). 
But  as  the  parts  of  space  are  not  subordinate  to  one 
another,  but  co-ordinate,  no  part  of  it  is  the  condition 
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of  the  possibility  of  another,  nor  does  it,  like  time, 
constitute  a  series  in  itself.  Nevertheless  the  syn- 
thesis by  which  we  apprehend  the  many  parts  of 
space  is  successive,  takes  place  in  time,  and  contains 
a  series.  And  as  in  that  series  of  aggregated  spaces 
(as,  for  instance,  of  feet  in  a  rood)  the  spaces  added 
to  a  given  space  are  always  the  condition  of  the 
limit  of  the  preceding  spaces,  we  ought  to  con- 
r  the  measuring  of  a  space  as  a  synthesis  of  a 
series  of  conditions  of  something  conditioned,  with 
this  difference  only,  that  the  side  of  the  [p.  413) 
conditions  is  by  itself  not  different  from  the  other 
side  which  comprehends  the  conditioned,  so  that  re- 
gre*8U8  and  jtrogresam  seem  to  be  the  same  in  space. 
As  however  every  part  of  space  is  limited  only,  and 
not  given  by  another,  we  must  look  upon  every  limited 
space  as  conditioned  also,  so  far  as  it  presupposes 
another  space  as  the  condition  of  its  limit,  and  so  on. 
With  reference  to  limitation  therefore  progrossus  in 
space  is  also  regressus,  and  the  transcendental  idea  of 
the  absolute  totality  of  the  synthesis  in  the  series  of 
conditions  applies  to  space  also.  I  may  ask  for  the 
absolute  totality  of  phenomeua  in  space,  quite  as 
well  as  in  time  past,  though  we  must  wait  to  see 
whether  an  answer  is  ever  possible. 

Secondly,  reality  in  space,  that  is,  matter,  is  some- 
thing conditioned,  the  parts  of  which  are  its  internal 
conditions,  and  the  parts  of  its  parts,  its  remoter  con- 
ditions. We  have  therefore  here  a  regressive  syn- 
thesis the  absolute  totality  of  which  is  demanded  by 
reason,  but  which  cannot  take  place  except  by  a 
complete  division,  whereby  the   reality   of   matter 
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dwindles  away  into  nothing,  or  into  that  at  least 
which  is  no  longer  matter,  namely,  the  simple ; 
consequently  we  have  here  also  a  series  of  conditions, 
and  a  progress  to  the  unconditioned. 

'ihinlhi,  when  we  come  to  the  categories  of  the 
real  relation  between  phenomena,  we  find  [p.  ■♦»■»] 
-that  the  category  of  substance  with  its  accidents 
jdoes  not  lend  itself  to  a  tnmsivndental  idea;  that  is, 

reason  has  here  no  induct-im-nt  to  |H'<»( il  regtUUBfomlj 

to  conditions.  We  know  thaKaccidents.  so  far  as 
they  inhere  in  one  and  the  same  substance,  are  co- 
ordinated with  each  other,  and  do  not  constitute  a 
series;  and  with  reference  to  the  siifostllnco.  th.-y  are 
not  properly  subordinate  to  it,  but  are  the  mode  of 
existence  of  the  substance  itself.  The  concept  of  the 
substantial  might  seem  to  be  here  an  idea  of  tran- 
scendental reason.  This,  however,  signifies  nothing 
but  the  concept  of  the  object  in  general,  which  subsists, 
bo  far  as  we  think  in  it  the  transcendental  subject 
only,  without  any  predicates ;  and,  as  we  are  here 
speaking  only  of  the  'unconditioned  in  the  series  of 
phenomena,  it  is  clear  that  the  substantial  cannot  be 
a  part  of  it.  The  same  applies  to  substances  in  com- 
munity, which  are  aggregates  only,  without  having 
an  exponent  of  a  series.  Nor  are  they  subordinate 
to  each  other,  as  conditions  of  their  possibility,  in 
the  same  way  as  spaces  were,  the  limits  of  which 
can  never  be  determined  by  itself,  but  always  through 
another  space.  There  remains  therefore  only  the 
category  of  causality,  which  offers  a  series  of  causes 
to  a  given  effect,  enabling  us  to  ascend  from  the 
latter,  as    the    conditioned,    to    the    former   as   the 
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conditions,   and  thus   to    answer    the  question    of 
/reason.  [p.  415] 

/      Fourtkli/,  the  concepts  of  the   possible,  the   real, 
I  and   the  necessary  do  not  lead  to  any  series,  except 
I    so  far  MB  the  accidental  in  existence  must  always  be 
Vrun-udered  as  conditioned,  and  point,  according  to  a 
rule   of    the   understanding,    to   a   condition   which 
makes  it  necessary  to  ascend  to  a  higher  condition, 
till  reason  finds  at  last,  only,  in  the  totality  of  tliat 
series,  the  itnenrulitioned  ixrewu'/f/  which  it  requires. 
f  If  therefore  we  select  those  categories  which  ne- 
cessarily imply  a  series  in  the  synthesis  of  the  mani- 
Ifold,  we  shall   have  no  more  than  four  cosmological 
ideas,  according  to  the  four  titles  of  the  categories. 


Absolute  complctcnew 

Of  composition 

in  the  given  whole  of  all  phenonu 

Absolute  completeness  Alwulntc  completenea 

of  division  of  origination 

in  a  given  whole  in  a  phenomenon 

in  phenomenal  appearance.  in  general. 


Absolute  cdflfpletenes* 

of  the  dependence  of  existence 

in  the  changeable  in  phenomenal  appearance. 

[p.  416] 

y  It  should  be  remarked,  first,  that  the  idea  of  absolute 
/totality  refers  to  nothing  else  but  the  representation 
I  of  phenomena,  and  not  therefore  to  the  pu  cept, 

VformetT  by  the  understanding,  of  a  totality  of  things 

in    general.     Phenomena,   therefore,   are   considered 
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here  as  given,  while  reason  postulates  the  absolute 

(completeness  of  the  conditions  of  their  possibility, 
80  far  as  these  conditions  constitute  a  series,  that  is, 
an  absolutely  (in  even  respect)  complete  synthesis, 
whereby  phenomena  can  be  represented  according  to 
the  laws  of  the  understanding. 

/-Secondly,  it  is  in  reality  the  unconditioned  alone 
[which  reason  is  looking  fur  in  the  synthesis  of  con- 
ditions, continued  regressively  and  serially,  as  it 
were  a  completeness  in  the  series  of  premisses,  which 
taken  together  require  no  further  premisses.  This 
f  unconditioned  is  always  contained  in  the  absolute 
\  totality  of  a  series,  as  represented  in  imagination. 
But  this  absolutely  complete  synthesis  is  again  an 
idea  only,  forut  is  impossible  to  know  beforehand, 
whether  such  a  synthesis  be  possible  in  phenomena. ' 
If  we  represent  everything  by  means  of  pure  con- 
cepts of  the  understanding  only,  and  without  the 
conditions  of  sensuous  intuition,  we  might  really  say 
that  of  everytliing  given  as  conditioned  the  whole 
series  also  of  conditions,  subordinated  to  each  other, 
is  given,  for  the  conditioned  is  given  through  the 
conditions  only.  When  we  come  to  phenomena, 
however,  we  find  a  particular  limitation  of  the  mode 
in  which  conditions  are  given,  namely,  [p.  417] 
through  the  successive  synthesis  of  the  manifold  of 
intuition  which,  if  followed  up  regressively,  is  sup- 
posed to  be  complete.  Whether  this  completeness, 
however,  is  possible,  with  regard  to  sensuous  pheno- 
mena, is  still  a  question.  But  the  idea  of  that  com- 
pleteness is  no  doubt  contained  in  reason,  without  re- 
ference to  the  possibility  or  impossibility  of  connecting 
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with  it  adequate  empirical  concepts.  As  therefore  in 
the  absolute  totality  of  the  regressive  synthesis  of 
the  manifold  in  intuition  (according  to  the  categories 
which  represent  that  totality  as  a  series  of  conditions 
of  something  given  as  conditioned)  the  uncon<liti>>m d 
is  ncccssarih  contained,  whether  such  a  totality  bo 
possible  or  not,  reason  follows  her  own  way,  starting 
from  the  idea  of  totality,  though  her  final  aim  is  the 
uncondi/i'utrtl,  whether  of  the  whole  series  or  of  a 
part  thereof. 

This    unconditioned  may  be  either  conceived   as 
existing  in  the  whole  BOMB  only.  19  which  all  DB 
bers  without  exception  are  conditioned  and  the  whole 
of  them  only  absolutely  unconditioned — and  in  this 
case  the  rcgressus  is  called  infinite — or  the  absolutely 
unconditioned  is  only  a  part  of  the  scries,  the  other 
members  being  subordinate  to  it,  while  it  is  itself 
conditioned  by  nothing  else '.     In  the  former  case  the 
series  is  without   limits  a  parte  priori,  that     [p.  418] 
is,  without  a  beginning,  and  infinite ;  given  how 
as  a  whole  in  which  the  regressus  is  never  complete, 
and  can  therefore  be  called  infinite  potentially  only. 
In  the  latter  case  there  is  something  that  stands  first 
in  the  series,  which,  with  reference  to  tinio  past,  is  called 
the  "beginning  of  the  world ;  with  reference  to  space. 


1  The  alwolute  total  of  a  aeries  of  conditions  of  an> 
gireo  as  conditioned,  is  itself  always  unconditioned  ;  because  there 
are  do  condition*  beyond  on  which  it  could  depend.  Such  an 
absolute  total  of  a  aeriea  is,  however,  an  idea  only,  or  rather 
a  problcmiitieal  concept,  the  possibility  of  which  has  to  be  iutesti- 
gatcd  with  reference  to  the  mode  in  which  the  unconditioned,  that 
is,  in  reality,  the  transcendental  idea  with  which  wo  arc  couccruod, 
may  be  contained  in  it- 
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the  limit  of  the  world  ;  with  reference  to  the  parts  of 
a  limited  given  whole,  the  simple ;  with  reference  to 
Causes,  absolute  spontaneity  (liberty);  with  reference 
to  the  existence  of  changeable  things,  the  absolute 
necessity  of  nature. 
(     We  have  two  expressions,  worhl  and  nature,  which 

/  frequently  run  into  each  other.     The  first  denotes 
(   the    mathematical    total    of  all  phenomena  and  the 

\totality  of  their  synthesis,  whether  by  composition 
Vr  division.  That  world,  however,  is  called  nature' 
M  we  look  upon  it  as  a  dynamical  whole,  and  [p.  4 '9] 

(  consider   not   the    aggregation    in    space    and    time, 

Which  produces  quantity,  but  the  unity  in  the  ex- 
'intence  of  phenomena.  In  this  case  the  condition  of 
that  which  happens  is  called  cause,  the  unconditioned 
causality  of  the  cause  as  phenomenal,  liberty,  while 
the  conditioned,  in  its  narrower  meaning,  is  called 
natural  cause.  That  of  which  the  existence  is  con- 
ditioned is  called  contingent,  that  of  which  it  is  un- 
conditioned, necessary.  \The  unconditioned  necessity 
of  phenomena  may  be  called  natural  necessity. 

I  have  called  the  ideas,  which  we  are  at  present  dis- 
cussing, cosmological,  partly  because  we  understand 
by  world  the  totality  of  all  phenomena,  our  ideas 
being  directed  to  that  only  which  is  unconditioned 


1  Nature,  if  tuken  adjective  (Jormntiter),  is  meunt  to  express  the 
whole  complex  of  the  determinatiouR  of  a  thing,  according  to  an 
inner  principle  of  causality ;  while,  if  takon  substantive  (materialiter), 
it  denotes  the  totality  of  phenomena,  so  far  as  they  are  all  held  together 
by  an  internal  principle  of  causality.  In  the  former  meaning  we 
speak  of  the  nature  of  liquid  matter,  of  fire,  etc.,  using  the  word 
adjective  ;  while,  if  we  speak  of  the  objects  of  nature,  or  of  natural 
objects,  wc  have  in  our  mind  the  idea  of  a  subsisting  whole. 
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among  the  phenomena  ;  partly,  because  world,  in  its 
transcendental  meaning,  denote*  the  totality  of  all 
existing  things,  and  we  are  concerned  only  with  the 
completeness  of  the  synthesis  (although  [p.  4»o] 
properly  only  in  the  regressus  to  the  conditions). 
Considering,  therefore,  that  all  these  ideas  are  tran- 
scendent because,  though  not  transcending  in  kind 
their  object,  namely,  phenomena,  but  restricted  to 
the  world  of  sense  (and  excluded  from  all  noumena) 
they  nevertheless  carry  synthesis  to  a  degree  which 
transcends  all  possible  experience,  they  may,  accord- 
ing to  my  opinion,  very  properly  be  called  eotmieal 
c  ncepts.  With  reference  to  the  distinction,  however, 
between  what  is  unconditioned  mathematically  or 
dynamically,  according  to  the  result  of  the  regressus, 
I  might  call  the  two  former,  in  a  narrower  sense, 
eosviimt  mnceptg  (niacmeosraicafly  or  microcosm ically) 
and  the  remaining  two  transcendent  concepts  of  nature. 
This  distinction,  though  for  the  present  of  no  great 
consequence,  may  become  important  hereafter. 

THE  ANTINOMY  OF  PURE  REASON. 

Section  II. 

Antithetic  of  Pure  Reason. 

If  every  collection  of  dogmatical  doctrines  is  called 
Thctic,  I  may  denote  by  Antithetic,  not  indeed  dog- 
matical assertions  of  the  opposite,  but  the  conflict 
between  different  kinds  of  apparently  dogmatical 
knowledge  (thesis  cum  antithesi),  to  none  of  which 
we  can  ascribe  a  superior  claim  to  our  assent,  [p.  421] 
This  antithetic,  therefore,  has  nothing  to  do  with  on©- 


364  TRANSCKSDKNT.U.    DI.\LK(TIC 

sided  assertions,  but  cpily  considers  the  knowledge 
of  reason  in  general  with  reference  to  the  conflict 
that  goes  on  in  it,  aud  its  causes./  The  transcendental 
antithetic  is  in  fact  an  investigation  of  the  antinomy 
of  pure  reason,  it«  causes  and  ite  results.  If  wa 
apply  our  reason,  not  only  to  objects  of  experience, 
according  to  the  principles  of  the  understanding,  but 
venture  to  extend  it  beyond  the  limit  of  esperien 
there  arise  rationalising  or  sophistical  propositions, 
which  can  neither  hope  for  confirmation  nor  need 
fear  refutation  from  experience.  Kvery  one  of  them 
is  not  only  in  itself  five  fr<nu  1  .-ontradiction,  but  can 
point  to  conditions  of  its  necessity  in  the  nature  of 
reason  itself,  only  that,  unfortunately,  its  opposite  can 
produce  eijnalh  valid  anil  necessary  grounds  for  its 
support. 

A  The  questions  which  naturally  arise  in  such  a 
/Dialectic  of  pure  reason  are  the  following.  1.  In 
/   what  propositions  is  pure  reason  inevitably  subject 

/    to  an  antinomy  i     2.  On  what  causes  does  this  anti- 
nomy depend  1    3.  Whether,  and  in  what  way,  reason 

1      may,   in    spite  of  this  contradiction,  find  a  way  to 

\   certainty  ? 

A  dialectical  proposition  of  pure  reason  must  have 
this  characteristic  to  distinguish  it  from  all  purely 
BOphislieal  propositions,  first,  that  it  does  not  [p.  422] 
refer  to  a  gratuitous  question,  but  to  one  which  human 
reason  in  its  natural  progress  must  necessarily  en- 
counter, and,  secondly,  that  it,  as  well  as  its  opposite, 
carries  with  itself  not  a  merely  artificial  illusion, 
which  when  once  seen  through  disappears,  but  a 
natural  and  inevitable  illusion,  which,  even  when  it 
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deceivi 


longer,  always 


remains,  and  though 
rendered  harmless,  cannot  be  annihilated. 

This  dialectical  doctrine  will  not  refer  to  the  unity 
of  the  understanding  in  concepts  of  experience,  hut 
to  the  unity  of  reason  in  mere  ideas,  the  condition  of 
which,  as  it  is  meant  to  agree,  as  a  synthesis  accord- 
ing to  rules,  with  the  understanding,  and  at  the  same 
/"lime,  as  al  white  unity,  with  reason,  must  either,  if  it 
is  adequate  to  the  unity  of  reason,  lie  too  great  for 
the  understanding,  or,  if  adequate  to  the  understand- 
ing, too  small  for  reason.  Hence  a  conflict  must  arise, 
which  cannot  he  avoided,  do  what  we  will. 

These  apparently  rational,  hut  really  sophistical 
assertions  open  a  dialectical  battle-field,  where  that 
side  always  obtains  the  victory  which  is  allowed  to 
make  the  attack,  and  where  those  must  eer-  [p.  423] 
tainly  succumb  who  are  obliged  to  keep  on  the  de- 
fensive. Hence  doughty  knight.s.  whether  fighting 
for  the  good  or  the  bad  cause,  are  sure  to  win  their 
laurels,  if  only  they  take  cant  that  they  have  the 
right  to  make  the  last  attack,  and  are  not  obliged  to 
stand  a  new  onslaught  of  the  enemy.  We  can  easily 
imagine  that  this  arena  has  often  been  entered,  and 
manv  victories  have  been  won  on  both  sides,  the  last 
decisive  victory  being  always  guarded  by  the  de- 
fender of  the  good  cause  maintaining  his  place,  his 
opponent  being  forbidden  ever  to  carry  arras  again. 
As  impartial  judgeB  we  must  take  no  account  of 
whether  it  be  the  good  or  the  bad  cause  which  the 

two  ebunjdan  deftod.    It  is  best  to  let  them  Sgkt 

it  out  between  themselves  in  the  hope  that,  after  they 
have  rather  tired  out  than  injured  each  other,  they 
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may  ilnins!  Ives  perceive  the  useleasuess  of  their 
quarrel,  and  part  as  good  friends. 

This  method  of  watching  or  even  provoking  surh 
a  conflict  of  assertions,  not  in  order  to  decide  in 
favour  of  one  or  the  otfoec  side,  but  in  order  to  find 
out  whetlier  the  object  of  the  struggle  he  not  a  mere 
illusion,  which  everybody  tries  to  grasp  in  vain,  and 
which  never  can  be  of  any  use,  even  if  it  [p.  4*4] 
were  never  contested,  this  method,  I  say,  may  be 
called  the  set )>t ia.il  method.  It  is  totally  different  from 
scipticisiii,  or  that  artificial  and  scientific  agnosticism 
which  undermines  the  foundations  of  all  know!. •.!■_"•, 
in  order  if  possible  to  leave  nothing  trust  worthy  and 
certain  anywhere.  The  sceptical  method,  on  the  con- 
trary, aims  at  certainty,  because,  while  watching  a 
contest  which  on  both  sides  is  earned  on  honestly 
and  intelligently,  it  tries  to  discover  the  point  where 
the  misunderstanding  arises,  in  order  to  do  what  is 
done  by  wise  legislators,  namely,  to  derive  from  the 
embarrassments  of  judges  in  law-suits  information  as 
to  what  is  imperfectly,  or  not  quite  accurately,  de- 
termined in  their  laws.  The  antinomy  which  shows 
itself  in  the  application  of  laws,  is,  considering  our 
limited  wisdom,  the  best  criterion  of  the  original 
legislation  (nomothetic),  and  helps  to  attract  the  at- 
tention of  reason,  which  in  abstract  speculations  does 
not  easily  become  aware  of  its  errors,  to  the  important 
points  in  the  determination  of  its  principles. 

This  sceptical  method  is  essential  in  transcendental 
philosophy  only,  while  it  may  be  dispensed  with  in 
other  fields  of  investigation.  It  would  be  absurd 
in  mathematics,  for  no  false  assertions  can  there  be 
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hidden  or  rendered  invisible,  because  the  de-  [p-425] 
monstrations  must  always  l«e  guided  by  pure  intu- 
ition, and  proceed  by  evident  synthesis.  In  ex- 
perimental philosophy  a  doubt,  which  causes  delay, 
may  be  useful,  but  no  misunderstanding  is  possible 
that  could  not  be  easily  removed,  and  the  final  means 
for  deciding  a  question,  whether  found  sooner  or 
later,  must  always  be  supplied  by  experience.  Moral 
philosophy  too  can  always  produce  its  principles  and 
1  heir  practical  consequences  in  the  concrete  also,  or 
at  least  in  possible  experience,  and  thus  avoid  the 
misunderstandings  inherent  in  abstraction.  Tran- 
scendental assertions,  on  the  contrary,  pretending  to 
knowledge  far  beyond  the  field  of  possible  experience, 
can  never  produce  their  abstract  synthesis  in  any 
intuition  a  priori,  nor  can  their  flaws  be  discovered 
by  means  of  any  experience.  Transcendental  reason, 
therefore,  admits  of  no  other  criterion  but  an  attempt 
to  combine  conflicting  assertions,  and  therefore,  pre- 
vious to  this,  unrestrained  conflict  l*tween  them. 
This  is  what  we  shall  now  attempt  to  do1. 

1  The  antinomies  follow  each  other,  according  to  the  order  uf  the 
transcendental  ideas  mentioned  before  [p.  359=p.  415]- 
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Thesis. 


THE  ANTINOMY 


FIRST  CONFLICT  OF  THE 
Thmis. 

The  world  has  a  beginning  in  time,  and  is  limited 
also  with  regard  to  space. 

Proof. 

For  if  we  assumed  that  the  world  has  no  beginning 
in  time,  then  an  eternity  must  have  elapsed  up  to 
every  given  point  of  time,  and  therefore  en  infinite 
Heries  of  successive  states  of  things  must  have  passed 
in  the  world.  The  infinity  of  a  series,  however,  con- 
sists in  this,  that  it  never  can  be  completed  by  means 
of  a  successive  synthesis.  ^Henee  an  infinite  series  of 
past  worlds  is  impossible,  and  the  beginning  of  the 
world  a  necessary  condition  of  its  existence.  This 
was  what  had  to  be  proved  first. 

With  regard  to  the  second,  let  us  assume  again  the 
opposite.  In  that  case  the  world  would  be  given  as 
an  infinite  whole  of  co-existing  things.  Now  we  can- 
not conceive  in  any  way  the  extension  of  a  quantum, 
which  is  not  given  within  certain  limits  to  every  in- 
tuition ',  except  through  the  synthesis  of  its  [p.  428] 
parts,  nor  the  total  of  such  a  quantum  in  any  way, 
except  through    a   completed   synthesis,    or  by   the 

'  We  may  perceive  an  indefinite  quantum  as  a  wholo,  if  it  is 
included  in  limits,  without  having  to  lmild  up  its  totality  by  means 
of  measuring,  that  is,  by  the  successive  synthesis  of  its  parts.  The 
limits  themselves  determine  its  completeness,  by  cutting  off  every- 
thing beyond. 
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TRANSCENDENTAL  IDEAS. 

Antithosis. 

The  world  has  no  beginning  and  no  limits  in  space, 
but  is  infinite,  in  respect  both  to  time  and  space 

Proof. 

For  let  us  assume  that  it  has  a  beginning.  Then, 
as  beginning  is  an  existence  which  is  preceded  by  a 
time  in  which  the  thing  is  not,  it  would  follow  that 
antecedently  there  was  a  time  in  which  the  world 
was  not,  that  is,  an  empty  time.  In  an  empty  time, 
however,  it  is  impossible  that  anything  should  take 
its  beginning,  because  of  such  a  time  no  part  pos- 
sesses any  condition  of  existence  or  non-existence  to 
iignish  it  from  another  (whether  produced  by 
itself  or  through  another  cause).  Hence,  though  many 
a  series  of  things  may  take  its  beginning  in  the 
world,  the  world  itself  can  have  no  beginning,  and  in 
reference  to  time  past  is  infinite. 

With  regard  to  the  second,  let  us  assume  again  the 
opposite,  namely,  that  the  world  is  finite  and  limited 
in  space.  In  that  case  the  world  would  exist  in  an 
empty  space  without  limits.  Wo  should  therefore 
have  not  only  a  relation  of  things  «»  space,  but  also 
of  tilings  to  space.  As  however  the  world  is  an  ab- 
solute whole,  outside  of  which  no  object  of  [p.  4*9] 
intuition,  and  therefore  no  correlate  of  the  world  can 
be  found,  the  relation  of  the  world  to  empty  space 
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repeated  addition  of  unity  to  itself1.  v»  order  there- 
fore to  conceive  the  world,  which  fills  all  space,  as  a 
whole,  the  successive  synthesis  of  the  parts  of  an  in- 
finite world  would  have  to  ho  looked  upon  as  com- 
pleted ^that  is,  an  infinite  time  would  have  to  be 
looked  upon  as  elapsed,  during  the  enumeration  of  all 
co-existing  thiugs.  This  is  impossible.  Hence  an  in- 
finite aggregate  of  real  things  cannot  be  regarded  as 
a  given  whole,  nor  as  a  whole  given  at  the  same 
time.  Hence  it  follows  that  the  world  is  not  infinite, 
as  regards  extension  in  space,  but  enclosed  in  limits. 
This  was  the  second  that  had  to  be  proved. 

[P.  430]  OBSERVATIONS  ON  THE 

I. 

On  the  Thesis. 
In  exhibiting  these  conflicting  arguments  I  have 
not  tried  to  avail  myself  of  mere  sophisms  for  the 
sake  of  what  is  called  special  pleading,  taking  ad- 
vantage of  the  want  of  caution  of  the  opponent,  and 
gladly  allowing  his  appeal  to  a  misunderstood  law, 
in  order  to  establish  my  own  illegitimate  claims  on 
its  refutation.  Every  one  of  our  proofs  has  been 
deduced  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  and  no  advantage 
has  been  taken  of  the  wrong  conclusions  of  dog- 
matists on  either  side. 

1  The  concept  of  totality  is  in  this  case  nothing  but  tbo  rcprc- 
WCtotJon  of  the  completed  synthesis  of  its  parts,  because,  ub  we  cim- 
not  deduce  the  concept  from  the  intuition  of  the  whole  (this  being 
in  this  cose  impossible),  we  ciiri  conceive  it  only  through  the  syn- 
thesis of  its  parts,  up  to  the  completion  of  the  infinite,  at  least  id 
the  idea. 
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would  be  a  relation  to  no  object.  Such  a  relation, 
and  with  it  the  limitation  of  the  world  by  empty 
space,  is  nothing,  and  therefore  the  world  is  not 
limited  with  regard  to  space,  that  is,  it  is  unlimited 
in  extension1. 


FIEST  ANTINOMY. 


[P-  43'] 


n. 


On  tho  Antithesis. 
The  proof  of  the  infinity  of  the  given  series,  and 
of  the  totality  of  the  world,  rests  on  tlxis,  that  in  the 

1  Space  is  merely  the  form  of  external  intuition  (formal  intuition) 
and  not  •  real  object  that  can  bo  perceived  prior  to  all  things 
which  determine  it  (fill  or  limit  it),  or  rather  which  give  on  em- 
pirical intuition  determined  by  its  form.  Space,  under  the  name  of 
absolute  space,  is  nothing  but  a  mere  possibility  of  external  pheno- 
mena, so  far  as  they  either  exist  by  themselves,  or  can  bo  added  to 
given  phenomena.  Empirical  intuition,  therefore,  is  not  a  com- 
pound of  phenomena  and  of  space  (perception  and  empty  intuition). 
The  one  ia  not  a  correlate  of  the  other  in  a  synthesis,  but  the  two 
arc  only  connected  as  mutter  and  form  in  one  and  tho  same  em- 
pirical intuition.  If  wo  try  to  separate  one  from  the  other,  and  to 
place  space  outside  all  phenomena,  wo  arrive  at  a  number  of  empty 
dctcrniinatiojiB  of  external  intuition,  which,  however,  can  never  be 
possible  perceptions ;  for  instance,  motion  or  rest  of  the  world  in 
an  infinite  empty  space,  or  a  determination  of  the  mutual  relation 
of  the  two,  which  can  never  be  perceived,  and  is  therefore  nothing 
but  the  predicate  of  a  more  idea. 

Bb  2 
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I  might  have  apparently  proved  my  thesis  too 
by  putting  forward,  as  is  the  habit  of  dogmatists,  a 
wrong  definition  of  the  infinity  of  a  given  quantity.  I 
might  have  said  that  the  quantity  is  infinite,  if  no 
greater  quantity  (that  is,  greater  than  the  number  of 
given  units  contained  in  it)  is  possible.  As  no  number 
is  the  greatest,  because  one  or  more  units  can  always 
be  added  to  it,  I  might  have  argued  that  an  infinite 
given  quantity,  and  therefore  also  an  infinite  world 
(infinite  as  regards  both  the  past  series  of  time  and 
extension  in  space)  is  impossible,  and  therefore  the 
Wi  rlil  limited  in  space  and  time.  I  might  have  done 
this,  but,  in  that  case,  my  definition  would  not  have 
agreed  with  the  true  concept  of  an  infinite  whole. 
We  do  not  represent  by  it  how  large  it  is,  and  the 
concept  of  it  is  not  therefore  the  concept  of  a  maximum, 
but  we  conceive  by  it  its  relation  only  to  any  [p.  43a] 
possible  unit,  in  regard  to  which  it  is  greater  than 
any  number.  According  as  this  unit  is  either  greater 
or  smaller,  the  infinite  would  be  greater  or  smaller, 
while  infinity,  consisting  in  the  relation  only  to  this 
given  unit,  would  always  remain  the  same,  although 
(lie  absolute  quantity  of  the  whole  would  not  be 
known  by  it.  This,  however,  does  not  concern  us  at 
present. 
f  The  true  transcendental  concept  of  infinity  is,  that 
I  the  successive  synthesis  of  units  in  measuring  a 
\fluantum,  can  never  be  completed1.  Hence  it  follows 
with  perfect  certainty,  that  an  eternity  of  real  and 

1  This  quantum  contains  therefore  u  multitude  (of  given  units) 
which  is  greater  thou  any  number;  Uiiu  is  the  mathematical  con- 
cept of  tbo  i ill:  11  i ! >'. 


> 
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opposite  case  an  empty  time,  and  likewise  an  empty 
space,  would  form  the  limits  of  the  world.  Now  I 
am  quite  aware  that  people  have  tried  to  escape  from 
this  conclusion  by  saying  that  a  limit  of  the  world, 
both  in  time  and  space,  is  quite  possible,  without  our 
having  to  admit  an  absolute  time  before  the  beginning 
of  the  world  or  an  absolute  space  outside  the  real  world, 
which  is  impossible.  I  have  nothing  to  say  against  the 
latter  part  of  this  opinion,  as  held  by  the  philosophers 
of  the  school  of  Leibniz.  Space  ia  only  the  form  of  ex- 
ternal intuition,  and  not  a  real  object  that  could  be 
perceived  externally,  nor  is  it  a  correlate  of  pheno- 
mena, but  the  form  itself  of  phenomena.  Space, 
therefore,  cannot  exist  absolutely  (by  itself)  as  a 
determination  in  the  existence  of  things,  because  it 
is  no  object,  but  only  the  form  of  possible  objects. 
Although  therefore  things,  as  phenomenal,  may  deter- 
mine space,  that  is,  impart  reality  to  one  or  other  of 
its  predicates  (quantity  and  relation),  space,  as  some- 
thing existing  by  itself,  cannot  determine  the  reality 
of  things  in  regard  to  space  or  form,  because  it  is 
nothing  real  in  itself.  [Although  space  therefore 
(whether  full  or  empty')  may  be  limited  by  pheno- 
mena, phenomena  cannot  be  limited  by  empty  [p. 433] 
space  outside  them.  '  The  same  applies  to  time\  But, 
granting  all  this,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  we  should 
be  driven  to  admit  these  two  monsters,  empty  space 


1  It  is  easily  seen  that  what  we  wish  to  say  is  that  empty  apace, 
so  far  as  limited  by  phnwmena,  Uiat  is,  space  within  the  world,  does 
not  at  least  contradict  transcendental  principles,  and  may  be  ad- 
mitted, therefore,  so  far  as  they  are  concerned,  though  by  this  its 
possibility  ib  not  asserted. 
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successive  states  cannot  have  elapsed  up  to  any  given 
(the  present)  moment,  and  that  the  world  therefore 
must  have  a  heginning. 

With  regard  to  the  second  part  of  the  thesis,  the 
difficulty  of  an  endless  and  yet  past  series  does  not 
exist ;  for  the  manifold  of  a  world,  infinite  in  exten- 
sion, is  given  at  one  and  the  same  lime.  But,  in  order 
to  conceive  the  totality  of  such  a  multitude  of  tilings, 
BB  we  cannot  appeal  to  fchoM  limits  winch  in  intuition 
produce  that  totality  by  themselves,  we  must  render 
an  account  of  our  concept,  which  in  our  case  cannot 
proceed  from  the  whole  to  the  determined  multitude 
of  the  parts,  hut  has  to  demonstrate  the  possibility 
of  a  whole  by  the  successive  synthesis  of  the  parts. 
As  such  a  synthesis  would  constitute  a  series  that 
would  never  be  completed,  it  is  impossible  to  conceive 
a  totality  either  before  it,  or  through  it.  For  the 
concept  of  totality  itself  is  in  this  case  the  represent- 
ation of  a  completed  synthesis  of  parts,  and  such  a 
completion,  and  therefore  its  concept  also,  is  impos- 
sible. 
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outside,  and  empty  time  before  the  world,  if  wo 
assumed  a  limit  of  the  world,  whether  in  space  or 
time. 

For  as  to  the  plea  by  which  people  try  to  escape 
from  the  conclusion,  that  if  the  world  has  limits  in 
time  or  space,  the  in6nite  void  would  determine  the 
existence  of  real  things,  bo  far  as  their  dimensions 
are  concerned,  it  is  really  no  more  than  a  covered 
attempt  at  putting  some  unknown  intdliffibh  world 
in  the  place  of  our  sensuous  world,  and  an  existence 
in  general  which  presupposes  no  other  condition  in  the 
world,  in  the  place  of  a  first  beginning  (an  existence 
preceded  by  a  time  of  non-existence),  and  boundaries 
of  the  universe  in  place  of  the  limits  of  extension, — 
thus  getting  rid  of  time  and  space.  But  we  have  to 
deal  here  with  the  mundus  phxnomenon  and  its 
quantity,  and  wo  could  not  ignore  the  conditions  of 
sensibility,  without  destroying  its  very  essence.  The 
world  of  sense,  if  it  is  limited,  lies  necessarily  within 
the  infinite  void.  If  we  ignore  this,  and  with  it, 
space  in  general,  as  an  a  priori  condition  of  the  pos- 
sibility of  phenomena,  the  whole  world  of  sense 
vanishes,  which  alone  forms  the  object  of  our  enquiry. 
The  mundus  inteUigibilis  is  nothing  but  the  general 
concept  of  any  world,  which  takes  no  account  of  any 
of  the  conditions  of  intuition,  and  which  therefore 
admits  of  no  synthetical  proposition,  whether  affir- 
mative or  negative. 
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Thesis. 


[P.  434]  THE  ANTINOMY 

SECOND  CONFLICT  OF  THE 
Thesis. 

Every  compound  substance  in  the  world  consists 
of  simple  parts,  and  nothing  exists  anywhere  but  the 
simple,  or  what  is  composed  of  it. 

Proof. 

For  let  us  assume  that  compound  substances  did 
not  consist  of  simple  parts,  then,  if  all  composition  is 
removed  in  thought,  there  would  be  no  compound 
part,  and  (as  no  simple  parts  are  admitted)  no  simple 
part  either,  that  is,  there  would  remain  nothing,  and 
there  would  therefore  be  no  substance  at  all.  yEither, 
therefore,  we  cannot  possibly  remove  all  composition 
in  thought,  or,  after  its  removal,  there  must  remain 
something  that  exists  without  composition,  that  is 
the  simple.  In  the  former  case  the  compound  could 
not  itself  consist  of  substances  (because  with  them 
composition  is  only  an  accidental  relation  of  sub- 
stances, which  substances,  as  permanent  beings,  must 
subsist  without  it).  As  this  contradicts  the  [p.  436] 
supposition,  there  remains  only  the  second  view, 
namely,  that  the  substantial  compounds  in  the  world 
consist  of  simple  parts. 

It  follows  as  an  immediate  consequence  that  all 
the  things  in  the  world  are  simple  beings,  that  their 
composition  is  only  an  external  condition,  and  that, 
though  we  are  unable  to  remove  these  elementary 
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TRANSCENDENTAL  IDEAS. 


[P-  435] 


Antithesis. 

No  compound  thing  in  the  world  consists  of  simple 
parts,  and  there  exists  nowhere  in  the  world  any- 
thing simple. 

Proof. 

Assume  that  a  compound  thing,  a  substance,  con- 
sists of  simple  parts.  Then  as  all  external  relation, 
and  therefore  all  composition  of  substances  also,  is 
possible  in  space  only,  it  follows  that  space  must 
Otmsist  of  as  many  parts  as  the  pacts  of  thfl  CCUDPOWd 
that  occupies  the  space.  Space,  however,  does  not 
consist  of  simple  parts,  but  of  spaces.  Every  part  of 
a  compound,  therefore,  must  OOGOpy  a  [nice.  Now 
the  absolutely  primary  parts  of  every  compound  are 
simple.  It  follows  therefore  that  the  simple  uecupies 
a  space.  But  as  everything  real,  which  00  HjriM  a 
space,  contains  a  manifold,  the  jxarts  of  which  are  by 
the  side  of  each  other,  and  which  therefore  is  com- 
pounded, and  compounded  not  of  accidents  (for  these 
could  not  exist  by  the  side  of  each  other,  without  a 
substance),  but  of  substances,  it  would  follow  that  the 
simple  is  a  substantial  compound,  which  is  self-con- 
tradictory. 

The  second  proposition  of  the  antithesis,  that  there 
exist*  nowhere  in  the  world  anything  simple,  is  not 
intended  to  mean  more  than  that  the  exist-    [p.  437] 
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Thesis, 
substances  from  their  state  of  composition  and  ieolate 
them,  reason  must  conceive  them  as  the  first  subjects 
of  all  composition,  and  therefore,  antecedently  to  it, 
as  simple  beings. 
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ence  of  the  absolutely  simple  cannot  be  proved  from 
any  experience  or  perception,  whether  external  or 
internal,  and  that  the  absolutely  simple  is  a  mere 
idea,  the  objective  reality  of  which  can  never  be 
shown  in  any  possible  experience,  so  that  in  the 
explanation  of  phenomena  it  is  without  any  appli- 
cation or  object.  For,  if  we  assumed  that  an  object 
of  this  transcendental  idea  might  be  found  in  expe- 
rience, the  empirical  intuition  •  of  some  one  object 
would  have  to  be  such  as  to  contain  absolutely  nothing 
manifold  by  the  side  of  each  other,  and  combined  to 
a  unity.  But  as,  from  our  not  being  conscious  of 
such  a  manifold,  we  cannot  form  any  valid  conclusion 
as  to  the  entire  impossibility  of  it  in  any  objective 
intuition,  and  as  without  this  no  absolute  simplicity 
can  be  established,  it  follows  that  such  simplicity 
cannot  be  inferred  from  any  perception  whatsoever. 
As  therefore  an  absolutely  simple  object  can  never  be 
given  in  any  possible  experience,  while  the  world  of 
sense  must  lie  looked  upon  as  the  sum  total  of  all 
possible  experience,  it  follows  that  nothing  simple 
exists  in  it. 

'I'liis  second  part  of  the  antithesis  goes  far  beyond 
tho  first,  which  only  banished  the  simple  from  the 
intuition  of  the  composite,  while  the  second  drives  it 
out  of  the  whole  of  nature.  Hence  we  could  not 
attempt  to  prove  it  out  of  the  concept  of  any  given 
object  of  external  intuition  (of  the  compound),  but 
from  its  relation  to  a  possible  experience  in  general. 


I 


( 
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Thesis. 

[P.  438]  OBSERVATIONS  ON  TIIE 

I. 

On  the  Thesis. 

If  I  speak  of  a  whole  as  necessarily  consisting  of 
separate  parts,  I  understand  by  it  a  substantial 
whole,  as  a  real  compound,  that  is,  that  contingent 
unity  of  the  manifold,  which,  given  as  separate  (at 
least  in  thought)  is  brought  into  a  mutual  connection, 
and  thus  constitutes  one  whole.  We  ought  not  to 
call  space  a  compositum,  but  a  totum,  because  in  it 
its  parts  are  possible  only  in  the  whole,  and  not  the 
whole  by  its  parts.  It  might  therefore  be  called  a 
compositum  ideale,  but  not  reale.  But  this  is  an  un- 
necessary distinction.  As  space  is  no  compound  of 
substances,  not  even  of  real  accidents,  nothing  re- 
mains of  it,  if  I  remove  all  composition  in  it,  not 
even  the  point,  for  a  point  is  possible  only  as  the 
limit  of  a  space,  and  therefore  of  a  compound,  [p.  44°] 
Space  and  time  do  not  therefore  consist  of  simple 
parts.  What  belongs  only  to  the  condition  of  a  sub- 
stance, even  though  it  possesses  quantity  (;is,  for 
instance,  change)  does  not  consist  of  the  simple  ;  that 
is  to  say,  a  certain  degree  of  change  does  not  arise 
through  the  accumulation  of  many  simple  changes. 
We  can  infer  the  simple  from  the  compound  in  self- 
subsisting  objects  only.  Accidents  of  a  state,  however, 
are  not  self-subsisting.  The  proof  of  the  necessity  of 
the  simple,  as  the  component  part  of  all  that  is  sub- 
stantially composite,  can  only  be  injured,  if  it  is  ex- 
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SECOND  ANTINOMY. 


[p-  439] 


n. 


On  the  Antithesis. 


Against  the  theory  of  the  infinite  divisibility  of 
matter,  the  proof  of  which  is  mathematical  only, 
objections  have  been  raised  by  the  Monadists,  which 
become  auspicious  by  their  declining  to  admit  the 
clearest  mathematical  proofs  as  founded  on  a  true  in- 
sight into  the  quality  of  space,  space  being  the  formal 
condition  of  the  possibility  of  all  matter,  but  treating 
them  only  as  conclusions  derived  from  abstract  but 
arbitrary  concepts,  which  ought  not  to  be  applied  to 
real  things.  But  how  is  it  possible  to  conceive  a  dif- 
ferent kind  of  intuition  from  that  given  in  the  original 
intuition  of  space,  and  how  can  its  determinations  a 
priori  not  apply  to  everything,  since  it  becomes 
possible  only  by  its  filling  that  space !  If  we  were 
to  listen  to  them,  we  should  have  to  admit,  beside 
tho  mathematical  point,  which  is  simple,  but  no  part, 
but  only  the  limit  of  a  space,  other  physical  points, 
simple  likewise,  but  possessing  this  privilege  that,  as 
parts  of  space,  they  are  able,  by  mere  aggregation, 
to  fill  space.  Without  repeating  here  the  many 
clear  refutations  of  this  aWurdity,  it  being  quite 
futile  to  attempt  to  reason  away  by  purely  discur- 
sive concepts  the  evidence  of  mathematics,  I  only 
remark,  that  if  philosophy  in  this  case  seems  to  play 
tricks  with  mathematics,  it  does  so  because  [p.  44  •] 
it  forgets  that  in  this  discussion  we  are  concerned 
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tended  too  far,  and  applied  to  all  compounds  without 
distinction,  as  has  often  l>een  the  case. 

I  am,  however,  speaking  here  of  the  simple  only 
so  far  as  it  is  necessarily  given  in  the  composite, 
which  can  be  dissolved  into  the  former,  as  its  com- 
ponent parta  The  true  meaning  of  the  word  [p.  442] 
Monaa  (as  used  by  Leibniz),  should  refer  to  that 
simple  only,  which  is  given  immediately  as  simple 
substance  (in  self-consciousness),  and  not  as  an  element 
of  the  composite,  in  which  case  it  is  better  called  an 
Atomua '.  As  I  wish  to  prove  the  existence  of  simple 
substances,  as  the  elements  of  the  composite  only,  I 
might  call  the  thesis 2  of  the  second  antinomy  tran- 
scendental Atomisiic.  But  as  this  word  has  long  been 
used  as  the  name  of  a  particular  explanation  of 
material  phenomena  (moleculse)  and  presuppo: 
therefore,  empirical  concepts,  it  will  be  better  to  call 
it  the  dialectic  principle  of  monadology. 

'  A«  Rasenkranr.  remarks,  atomus  is  here  intentionally  used  by 
Kiuit  an  a  masculine,  to  distinguish  it  from  the  alomon,  translated 
by  scholastic  philosophers  as  inseparable,  indiscernible,  simplex,  &c, 
while  with  the  Greek  philosophers  atomus  is  feminine. 

*  Antithesis  is  a  misprint. 
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with  phenomena  only,  and  their  conditions.  Here, 
however,  it  is  not  enough  to  find  for  the  pure  concept 
of  the  composite  the  concept  of  the  simple,  but  we 
must  find  for  the  intuition  of  the  composite  (matter) 
the  intuition  of  the  simple ;  and  this,  according  to  the 
laws  of  sensibility,  and  therefore  with  reference  to 
the  objects  of  the  senses,  is  totally  impossible.  Though 
it  may  be  true,  therefore,  with  regard  to  a  whole,  con- 
sisting of  substances,  which  is  conceived  by  the  pure 
understanding  only,  that  before  its  composition  there 
must  be  the  simple,  this  does  not  apply  to  the  tolum 
substantiate  phenomenon  which,  as  an  empirical  in- 
tuition in  space,  carries  with  it  the  necessary  condition 
that  no  part  of  it  is  simple,  because  no  part  of  space 
is  simple.  The  monadists,  however,  have  been  clever 
enough  to  try  to  escape  from  this  difficulty,  by  not 
admitting  space  as  a  condition  of  the  possibility  of 
the  objects  of  external  intuition  (bodies),  but  by  ad- 
mitting these  and  the  dynamical  relation  of  substances 
in  general  as  the  condition  of  the  possibility  of  space. 
But  we  have  no  concept  of  bodies,  except  as  pheno- 
mena, and,  as  such,  they  presuppose  space  as  the 
necessary  condition  of  the  possibility  of  all  external 
phenomena.  The  argument  of  the  monadists,  there- 
fore, is  futile,  and  has  been  sufficiently  answered  in 
the  transcendental  Esthetic.  If  bodies  were  things  I 
by  themselves,  then,  and  then  only,  the  argument  of  I 
the  monadists  would  be  valid. 

The  second  dialectical  assertion  possesses  [p.  443] 
this  peculiarity,  that  it  is  opposed  by  a  dogmatical 
assertion  which,  among  all  sophistical  assertions,  is 
the  only  one  which  undertakes  to  prove  palpubly  in 
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an  object  of  experience  the  reality  of  that  which  we 
counted  before  as  belonging  only  to  transcendental 
ideas,  namely  the  absolute  simplicity  of  a  substance, 
— I  mean  the  assertion  that  the  object  of  the 
internal  sense,  or  the  thinking  I,  is  an  al«olutely 
simple  substance.  Without  entering  upon  this  ques- 
tion (as  it  has  been  fully  discussed  before),  I  only 
remark,  that  if  something  is  ■•  >1  as  on  object 

only,  without  adding  any  synthetical  determination 
of  its  intuition  (and  this  is  the  case  in  the  bare  re- 
presentation of  the  I),  it  would  no  doubt  be  impos- 
sible that  anything  manifold  or  composite  could  be 
perceived  in  such  a  representation.  Besides,  as  the 
predicates  through  which  I  conceive  this  object,  are 
only  intuitions  of  the  internal  sense,  nothing  can 
occur  in  them  to  prove  a  manifold  (one  by  the  side  of 
another),  and  therefore  a  real  composition.  It  follows, 
therefore,  from  the  nature  of  self-consciousness  that, 
as  the  thinking  subject  is  at  the  same  time  its  own 
object,  it  cannot  divide  itself  (though  it  might  divide 
its  inherent  determinations);  for  in  regard  to  itself 
every  object  i8  absolute  unity.  Nevertheless,  when 
this  subject  is  looked  up  externally,  as  an  object  of 
intuition,  it  would  most  likely  exhibit  some  kind  of 
composition  as  a  phenomenon,  and  it  must  always  be 
looked  upon  in  this  light,  if  we  wish  to  know  whether 
its  manifold  constituent  elements  are  by  the  side  of 
each  other  or  not. 
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Thesis. 

Causality,  according  to  the  laws  of  nature,  is  not 
the  only  causality  from  which  all  the  phenomena  of 
the  world  can  be  deduced.  In  order  to  account  for 
these  phenomena  it  is  necessary  also  to  admit 
another  causality,  that  of  freedom. 

Proof. 

Let  us  assume  that  there  is  no  other  causality  but 
that  according  to  the  laws  of  nature.  In  that  case 
everything  that  takes  place,  presupposes  an  anterior 
state,  on  which  it  follows  inevitably  according  to  a 
rule.  But  that  anterior  6tate  must  itself  be  some- 
thing which  has  taken  place  (which  has  come  to  be 
in  time,  and  did  not  exist  before),  because,  if  it  had 
always  existed,  its  effect  too  would  not  have  only 
just  arisen,  but  have  existed  always.  The  causality, 
therefore,  of  a  cause,  through  which  something  takes 
place,  is  itself  an  event,  which  again,  according  to  the 
law  of  nature,  presupposes  an  anterior  state  and  its 
causality,  and  this  again  an  anterior  state,  and  so  on. 
If,  therefore,  everything  takes  place  according  to 
mere  laws  of  nature,  there  will  always  be  a  [p.  446] 
^secondary  only,  but  never  a  primary  beginning,  and 
therefore  no  completeness  of  the  series,  on  the  side 
of  successive  causes.  But  the  law  of  nature  consists 
inxthis,  that  nothing  takes  place  without  a  cause 
sufficiently  determined  a  priori.     Therefore  the  pro- 
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There  is  no  freedom,  but  everything  in  the  world 
takes  place  entirely  according  to  the  laws  of  nature. 

Proof. 

If  we  admit  that  there  is  freedom,  in  the  trim 
scendeutal  sense,  as  a  particular  kind  of  causality, 
according  to  which  the  events  in  the  world  could 
take  place,  that  is  a  faculty  of  absolutely  originating 
a  state,  and  with  it  a  series  of  consequences,  it  would 
follow  that  not  only  a  series  would  have  its  absolute 
beginning  through  this  spontaneity,  but  the  deter- 
mination of  that  spontaneity  itself  to  produce  the 
series,  that  is,  the  causality,  would  have  an  absolute 
lieginning,  nothing  preceding  it  by  which  this  act  is 
determined  according  to  permanent  laws.  Every 
beginning  of  on  act,  however,  presupposes  a  state  in 
which  the  cause  is  not  yet  active,  and  a  dynamically 
I,  primary  beginning  of  an  act  presupposes  a  state  which 
has  no  causal  connection  with  the  preceding  state  of 
that  cause,  that  is,  in  no  wise  follows  from  it.  Tran- 
scendental freedom  is  therefore  opposed  to  the  law  of 
causality,  and  represents  such  a  connection  [p.  447] 
of  successive  states  of  effective  causes,  that  no  unity 
of  expetienee  in  possiMe  with  it.  It  is  therefore  an 
empty  fiction  of  the  mind,  and  not  to  be  met  with  in 

;-HV  ■  no*. 

We  have,  therefore,  nothing  but  nature,  in  which 
c  c  2 
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position  that  all  causality  is  possible  according  to 
the  laws  of  nature  only,  contradicts  itself,  if  taken  in 
unlimited  generality,  and  it  is  impossible,  therefore, 
to  admit  that  causality  as  the  only  one. 

We  must  therefore  admit  another  causality,  through 
which  something  takes  place,  without  its  cause  being 
further  determined  according  to  necessary  laws  by  a 
preceding  cause,  that  is  an  absolute  spontaneity  of 
causes,  by  which  a  series  of  phenomena,  proceeding 
according  to  natural  laws,  begins  by  itself ;  we  must 
consequently  admit  transcendental  freedom,  without 
which,  even  in  the  course  of  nature,  the  succession 
of  phenomena  on  the  side  of  causes,  can  never  be 
perfect. 


[p.  448] 


OBSERVATIONS  ON  THE 
I. 


On  the  Thesis. 

The  transcendental  idea  of  freedom  is  far  from 
forming  the  whole  content  of  the  psychological  con- 
cept of  that  name,  which  is  chiefly  empirical,  but 
only  that  of  the  absolute  spontaneity  of  action, 
as  the  real  ground  of  imputability  ;  it  is,  however, 
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we  must  try  to  find  the  connection  and  order  of  cos- 
mical  events.  Freedom  (independence)  from  the  laws 
of  nature  ia  no  doubt  a  deliverance  from  restraint,  but 
also  from  the  guidance  of  all  rules.  For  we  cannot 
say  that,  instead  of  the  laws  of  nature,  laws  of  free- 
dom may  enter  into  the  causality  of  the  course  of 
the  world,  because,  if  determined  by  laws,  it  would 
not  be  freedom,  but  nothing  else  but  nature.  Nature, 
therefore,  and  transcendental  frcodom  differ  from 
each  other  like  legality  and  lawlessness.  The  former, 
no  doubt,  imposes  upon  the  understanding  the  diffi- 
cult task  of  looking  higher  and  higher  for  the  origin 
of  events  in  the  series  of  causes,  because  their  caus- 
ality is  always  conditioned.  In  return  for  this,  how- 
ever, it  promises  a  complete  and  well-ordered  unity 
of  experience  ;  while,  on  the  other  side,  the  fiction  of 
freedom  promises,  no  doubt,  to  the  enquiring  mind, 
rest  in  the  chain  of  causes,  leading  him  up  to  an  un- 
conditioned causality,  which  begins  to  act  by  itself, 
but  which,  as  it  is  blind  itself,  tears  the  thread  of 
rules  by  which  alone  a  complete  and  coherent  experi- 
ence is  jKMJsiblo. 


THIRD  ANTINOMY. 


[p-  449] 


II. 


On  the  Antithesis. 


He  who  stands  up  for  the  omnipotence  of  nature 
(transcendental  pliysiocracy),  in  opposition  to  the  doc- 
trine of  freedom,  would  defend  his  position  against  the 
sophistical  conclusions  of  that  doctrine  in  the  following 
manner.   If  you  do  not  admit  tomethiny  mathenutiically 
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the  real  stone  of  offence  in  the  eyes  of  philosophy,  which 
finds  its  unsurmountable  difficulties  in  admitting  this 
kind  of  unconditioned  causality.  That  element  in  the 
question  of  the  freedom  of  the  will,  which  has  always 
up  much  embarrassed  speculative  reason,  is  therefore  in 
i  eality  transcendental  only,  and  refers  merely>sta>Jhe 
[uestion  whether  we  must  admit  a  faculty  of  spontane- 
ously originating  a  series  of  successive  things  or  states. 
How  such  a  faculty  is  possible  need  not  be  answered, 
because,  with  regard  to  the  causality,  according  to 
the  laws  of  nature  also,  we  must  be  satisfied  to  know 
a  2»'''"'i  that  such  a  causality  has  to  be  admitted, 
though  we  can  in  no  wise  understand  the  possibility 
how,  through  one  existence,  the  existence  of  another 
is  given,  but  must  for  that  purpose  appeal  to  ex- 
perience alone.  The  necessity  of  a  first  beginning 
of  a  series  of  phenomena  from  freedom  has  been 
proved  so  far  only  as  it  is  necessary  in  order  to 
comprehend  an  origin  of  the  world,  while  all  suc- 
cessive states  may  be  regarded  as  a  result  in  succession 
according  to  mere  laws  of  nature.  But  as  [p.  450] 
thus  the  faculty  of  originating  a  series  in  time  by 
itself  has  been  proved,  though  by  no  means  under- 
stood, it  is  now  permitted  also  to  admit,  within  the 
course  of  the  world,  different  series,  beginning  by  them- 
selves, with  regard  to  their  causality,  and  to  attribute 
to  their  substances  a  faculty  of  acting  with  freedom. 
But  we  must  not  allow  ourselves  to  be  troubled  by  a 
misapprehension,  namely  that,  as  every  successive 
series  in  the  world  can  have  only  a  relatively  primary 
beginning,  some  other  state  of  things  alwavs  pre- 
ceding in  the  world,  therefore  no  absolutely  primary 
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the  first  in  the  world  with  reference  to  lime,  there  i$ 
no  necessity  why  you  should  look  for  something  dynami- 
cally the  first  with  reference  to  causality.  Who  has 
told  you  to  invent  an  absolutely  first  state  of  the  world, 
and  with  it  an  absolute  beginning  of  the  gradually 
progressing  series  of  phenomena,  and  this  solely  for 
the  sake  of  giving  to  your  imagination  something  to 
rest  on,  and  to  set  limits  to  unlimited  nature  1  As 
substances  have  always  existed  in  the  world,  or  as 
the  unity  of  experience  renders  at  least  such  a  sup- 

position  uecessury.  flu-re   is   00   difficulty  in    assuming 

that  a  change  of  their  states,  that  is,  a  series  of  their 
changes,  has  always  existed,  so  that  there  is  no 
necessity  for  looking  for  a  first  beginning  either 
mathematically  or  dynamically.  It  is  true  we  can- 
not render  the  possibility  of  such  an  infinite  descent 
comprehensible  without  the  first  member  to  which 
everything  else  is  subsequent.  Hut,  if  for  this  reason 
you  reject  this  riddle  of  nature,  you  will  feel  your- 
selves constrained  to  reject  many  synthetical  funda- 
mental properties  (natural  forces),  which  you  cannot 
comprehend  any  more,  nay,  the  very  possibility 
of  change  in  general  would  be  full  of  [p.  -»:,i] 
difficulties.  For  if  you  did  not  know  from  ex- 
perience that  change  exists,  you  would  never  be 
able  to  conceive  a  priori  how  such  a  constant  suc- 
cession of  being  and  not  being  is  possible. 

And,  even  if  the  transcendental  faculty  of  freedom 
might  somehow  be  conceded,  to  start  the  changes 
of  the  world,  such  faculty  would  at  all  events  have 
to  be  outside  the  world,  though  it  would  always 
remain  a  bold  assumption  to  admit,  outside  the  sum 
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beginning  of  different  series  is  possible  in  the  course 
of  the  world.  \For  we  are  speaking  here  of  the 
absolutely  first  beginning,  not  according  to  time, 
but  according  to  causali^y^)  If,  for  instance,  at  this 
moment  I  rise  from  my  chair  with  perfect  freedom, 
without  the  uecessary  determining  influence  of  natural 
causes,  a  new  series  has  its  absolute  beginning  in 
this  event,  with  all  its  natural  consequences  ad  in- 
finitum, although,  with  regard  to  time,  this  event  is 
only  the  continuation  of  a  preceding  series.  For  this 
determination  and  this  act  do  not  belong  to  the 
succession  of  merely  natural  effects,  nor  are  they  a 
mere  continuation  of  them,  but  the  determining 
natural  causes  completely  stop  before  it,  so  far  as 
this  event  is  concerned,  which  no  doubt  follows  them, 
but  does  not  result  from  them,  and  may  therefore 
be  called  an  absolutely  first  beginning  in  a  series  of 
phenomena,  not  with  reference  to  time,  but  with 
reference  to  causality. 

This  requirement  of  reason  to  appeal  in  the  series 
of  natural  causes  to  a  first  and  free  beginning  is 
fully  confirmed  if  we  see  that,  with  the  exception  of 
the  Epicurean  school,  all  philosophers  of  antiquity 
have  felt  themselves  obliged  to  admit,  for  the  sake  of 
explaining  all  cosmical  movements,  a  prime  mover, 
that  is,  a  freely  acting  cause  which,  first  and  by 
itself,  started  this  series  of  states.  They  did  not 
attempt  to  make  a  first  beginning  comprehensible 
by  an  appeal  to  nature  only. 
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total  of  all  possible  intuitions,  an  object  that  cannot 
be  given  in  any  possible  experience.  But  to  attribute 
in  the  world  itself  such  a  facultv  to  substances  can 
never  be  allowed,  because  in  that  case  the  connection 
of  phenomena  determining  c:ii:h  other  by  necessity 
and  according  to  general  laws,  which  we  call  nature, 
and  with  it  the  test  of  empirical  truth,  which  distin- 
guishes experience  from  dreams,  would  almost  entirely 
disappear.  For  by  the  side  of  such  a  lawless  faculty 
of  freedom,  nature  could  hardly  be  conceived  any 
longer,  because  the  laws  of  the  latter  would  be  con- 
stantly changed  through  the  influence  of  the  former, 
and  the  play  of  phenomena  which,  according  to 
nature,  is  regular  and  uniform,  would  become  con- 
fused and  incoherent. 
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FOURTH  CONFLICT  OF  THE 


Thesis. 
There  exista  an  absolutely  necessary  Being  be- 
longing to  the  world,  either  as  a  part  or  as  the  cause 
of  it. 

Proof. 

The  world  of  sense,  U  the  sum  total  of  all  pheno- 
mena, contains  a  series  of  changes  without  which  even 
the  representation  of  a  series  of  time,  which  forms 
the  condition  of  the  possibility  of  the  world  of  sense, 
would  not  be  given  us  *.  But  every  change  has  its 
condition  which  precedes  it  in  time,  and  renders  it 
necessary.  ^Everything  that  iB  given  as  conditioned 
presupposes,  with  regard  to  its  existence,  a  complete 
series  of  conditions,-  leading  up  to  that  which  is  en- 
tirely unconditioned,  and  alone  absolutely  necessary.. 
Something  absolutely  necessary  therefore  must  exist, 
there  exista  a  change  as  its  consequence.  And 
lis  absolutely  necessary  belongs  itself  to  the  world 
of  sense.  For  if  we  supposed  that  it  existed  outside 
that  world,  then  the  series  of  changes  in  the  world 
would  derive  its  origin  from  it,  while  the  necessary 
cause  itself  would  not  belong  to  the  world  [p.  454] 
of  sense.     But  this  is  impossible.     For  as  the  be- 

1  As  formal  condition  of  the  possibility  of  changes,  time  is  no 
doubt  objectively  prior  to  it;  subjectively,  however,  and  in  the 
reality  of  our  consciousness  the  representation  of  time,  like  ever)' 
other,  is  occasioned  solely  by  perceptions. 
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Antithesis. 

There  nowhere  exists  an  absolutely  necessary  Being, 
either  within  or  without  the  world,  as  the  cause 
of  it. 

Proof. 

If  we  supposed  that  the  world  itself  is  a  necessary 
being,  or  that  a  necessary  being  exists  in  it,  there 
would  then  be  in  the  series  of  changes  either  a 
beginning,  unconditionally  necessary,  and  therefore 
without  a  cause,  which  contradicts  the  dynamical 
law  of  the  determination  of  all  phenomena  in  time ;  or 
the  series  itself  would  be  without  any  beginning,  and 
though  contingent  and  conditioned  in  all  its  parts, 
yet  entirely  necessary  and  unconditioned  as  a  whole. 
This  would  be  self-contradictory,  because  the  ex- 
istence of  a  multitude  cannot  be  necessary,  if  no 
single  part  of  it  possesses  necessary  existence. 

If  we  supposed,  on  the  contrary,  that  there  exists 
an  absolutely  necessary  cause  of  the  world,  outside  the 
world,  then  that  cause,  as  the  highest  member  [p.  455] 
in  the  series  of  causes  of  cosmical  changes,  would 
begin  the  existence  of  the  latter  and  their  series'. 


1  The  won],  to  begin,  i*  u»cd  in  two  KUiac*.  The  fimt  L*  active 
when  the  cause  begins,  or  starts,  (infit)  a  aeries  of  states  as  it* 
effect.  The  second  is  passive  (or  neuter)  when  tlie  causality  begins 
in  the  cause  itself  (fit).    I  reason  here  from  the  former  to  the  latter 
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ginning  of  a  temporal  series  can  be  determined  only 
by  that  which  precedes  it  in  time,  it  follows  that 
the  highest  condition  of  the  beginning  of  a  series  of 
changes  must  exist  in  the  time  when  that  series  was 
not  yet  (because  the  beginning  is  an  existence,  pre- 
ceded by  a  time  in  which  the  thing  which  begins 
was  not  yet).  ^lence  the  causality  of  the  necessary 
cause  of  changes  and  that  cause  itself  belong  to  time 
and  to  phenomena  (in  which  alone  time,  as  their  form, 
is  possible),  and  it  cannot  therefore  be  conceived  as 
separated  from  the  world  of  sense,  as  the  sum  total 
of  all  phenomena^  It  follows  therefore  that  fioiue- 
thing  absolutely  necessary  is  contained  in  the  world, 
whether  it  be  the  whole  cosmical  series  itself,  or  only 
a  part  of  it 


[p-  456] 


OBSERVATIONS  ON  THE 


I. 


On  the  Thoflia. 


In  order  to  prove  the  existence  of  a  necessary 
Being,  I  ought  not,  in  this  place,  to  use  any  but  the 
coamological argument,  which  ascends  from  what  is  con- 
ditioned in  the  phenomena  to  what  is  unconditioned 
in  concept,  that  being  considered  as  the  necessary 
condition  of  the  absolute  totality  of  the  series.  To 
undertake  that  proof  from  the  mere  idea  of  a  Supreme 
Being  belongs  to  another  principle  of  reason,  and 
will  have  to  be  treated  separately. 

The  pure  costnological  proof  cannot  establish  the 
existence  of  a  necessary  Being,  without  leaving  it 
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In  that  case,  however,  that  cause  would  have  to  begin 
to  act,  and  its  causality  would  belong  to  time,  and 
therefore  to  the  sum  total  of  phenomena.  It  would 
belong  to  the  world,  and  would  therefore  not  be 
outside  the  world,  which  is  contrary  to  our  sup- 
position. Therefore,  neither  in  the  world,  nor  out- 
Bide  the  world  (yet  in  causal  connection  with  it) 
does  there  exist  anywhere  an  absolutely  necessary 
Being. 


FOURTH  ANTINOMY. 


[p-  457] 


II. 


On  the  Antithesis. 


If,  in  ascending  the  series  of  phenomena,  we  imagine 
we  meet  with  difficulties  militating  against  the 
existence  of  an  absolutely  necessary  supreme  cause, 
such  difficulties  ought  not  to  be  derived  from  mere 
concepts  of  the  necessary  existence  of  a  thing  in 
general.  They  ought  not  to  bo  ontological,  but 
ought  to  arise  from  the  causal  connection  with  a 
series  of  phenomena  for  which  a  condition  is  re- 
quired which  is  itself  unconditioned,  that  is,  they 
ought  to  be  cosmological,  and  dependent  on  empirical 
laws.     It  must  be  shown  that  our  ascending  in  the 
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Thesis, 
whether  that  Being  be  the  world  itself,  or  a 
Being  distinct  from  it.  In  order  to  settle  this 
question,  principles  are  required  which  are  no  longer 
cosmological,  and  do  not  proceed  in  the  series  of 
phenomena.  We  should  have  to  introduce  concepts 
of  contingent  beings  (so  far  as  they  are  considered 
as  objects  of  the  understanding  only),  and  also  a 
principle  according  to  which  we  might  connect  them, 
by  means  of  concepts  only,  with  a  necessary  Being. 
All  this  belongs  to  a  transcendent  philo-  [p.  458] 
sophy,  for  which  this  is  not  yet  the  place. 

If,  however,  we  once  begin  our  proof  cosmological  ly, 
taking  for  our  foundation  the  series  of  phenomena, 
and  the  regressus  in  it,  according  to  the  empirical 
laws  of  causality,  we  cannot  afterwards  suddeidy 
leave  this  line  of  argument  and  pass  over  to  some- 
thing which  does  not  belong  as  a  member  to  this 
series.  For  the  condition  must  be  taken  in  the 
same  meaning  in  which  the  relation  of  the  con- 
ditioned to  that  condition  was  taken  in  the  series 
which,  by  continuous  progress,  was  to  lead  to  that 
highest  condition.  If  therefore  that  relation  is  sen- 
suous and  intended  for  a  possible  empirical  use  of 
the  understanding,  the  highest  condition  or  cause 
can  close  the  regressus  according  to  the  laws  of 
sensibility  only,  and  therefore  as  belonging  to  that 
temporal  series  itself.  The  necessary  Being  must 
therefore  be  regarded  as  the  highest  member  of  the 
cosmical  series. 

Nevertheless,  certain  philosophers  have  taken  the 
liberty  of  making  such  a  salto  (neri'ifiao-tt  tit  a\\o 
yivos).     From  the  changes  in  the  world  they  con- 
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Antithesis. 

series  of  causes  (in  the  world  of  sense)  can  never  end 
with  a  condition  empirically  unconditioned,  and  that 
the  cosmological  argument,  hased  on  the  contingency 
of  cosmical  states,  as  proved  by  their  changes,  ends 
in  a  verdict  against  the  admission  of  a  first  cause, 
absolutely  originating  the  whole  series. 

A  curious  contrast  however  meets  us  in  [p.  459] 
rhis  antinomy.  From  the  Bame  ground  on  which,  in 
the  thesis,  the  existence  of  an  original  Being  was 
proved,  its  non-existence  is  proved  in  the  antithesis 
with  equal  stringency.  We  were  first  told,  that 
a  necessary  Being  exists,  because  the  whole  of  time 
past  comprehends  the  series  of  all  conditions,  and 
with  it  also  the  unconditioned  (the  necessary).  We 
are  now  told  there  is  no  necessary  Being,  for  the  very 
reason  that  the  whole  of  past  time  comprehends  the 
series  of  all  conditions  (which  therefore  altogether 
are  themselves  conditioned).  The  explanation  is 
tins.  The  first  argument  regards  only  the  absolute 
totality  of  the  series  of  conditions  determining  each 
other  in  time,  and  thus  arrives  at  something  un- 
conditioned and  necessary.  The  second,  on  the  con- 
trary, regards  the  contingency  of  all  that  is  deter- 
mined in  the  temporal  series  (everything  being 
preceded  by  a  time  in  which  the  condition  it- 
self must  again  be  determined  as  conditioned),  in 
which  case  everything  unconditioned,  and  [i>.  461] 
every  absolute  necessity,  must  absolutely  vanish. 
In  both  the  manner  of  concluding  is  quite  in  con- 
formity with  ordinary  human  reason,  which  fre- 
quently comes  into  conflict  with  itself,  from  considering 
its  ohjeet  from  two  different  points  of  view.     Herr 
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Thesis, 
eluded  its  empirical  contingency,  that  is,  its  de- 
pendence on  empirically  determining  causes,  and 
they  thus  arrived  at  an  ascending  series  of  empirical 
conditions.  This  was  quite  right.  As,  however,  in 
this  way  they  could  uot  find  a  first  heginning,  or  any 
highest  member,  they  suddenly  left  the  empirical 
concept  of  contingency,  and  took  to  the  pure  category. 
Tlus  led  to  a  purely  intelligible  series,  the  complete- 
ness of  which  depended  on  the  existence  of  an 
absolutely  necessary  cause,  which  cause,  as  no  longer 
subject  to  any  sensuous  conditions,  was  freed  also 
from  the  temporal  condition  of  itself  beginning  its 
causality.  Such  a  proceeding  is  entirely  illegitimate, 
as  may  be  seen  from  what  follows. 

In  the  pure  sense  of  the  categories  we  call  con- 
tingent that  the  contradictory  opposite  of  which  is 
possible.  Now  we  cannot  conclude  that  intelligible 
contingency  from  empirical  contingency.  Of  what 
is  being  changed  we  may  say  that  the  [p.  460] 
opposite  (of  its  state)  is  real,  and  therefore  possible 
also  at  another  time.  But  this  is  not  the  contradictory 
opposite  of  the  preceding  state.  In  order  to  estab- 
lish that,  it  is  necessary  that,  at  the  same  time,  when 
the  previous  state  existed,  its  opposite  could  have 
existed  in  its  place,  and  this  can  never  be  concluded 
from  change.  A  body,  for  instance,  which,  when  in 
motion,  was  A,  comes  to  be,  when  at  rest,  =  non  A. 
From  the  fact  that  the  state  opposite  to  the  state  A 
follows  upon  it,  we  can  in  no  wise  conclude  that  the 
contradictory  opposite  of  A  is  possible,  and  there- 
fore A  contingent  only.  In  order  to  establish  this, 
it  would  be  necessary  to  prove  that,  at  the  same 
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flntltli«ls 
von  Mairan  considered  the  controversy  between  two 
famous  astronomers,  which  arose  from  a  similar  diffi- 
culty, as  to  the  choice  of  the  true  standpoint,  as 
something  sufficiently  important  to  write  a  separate 
treatise  on  it  The  one  reasoned  thus,  the  moon 
revolves  on  its  own  axis,  because  it  always  turns  the 
same  side  towards  the  earth.  The  other  concluded, 
the  moon  does  not  revolve  on  its  own  axis,  because  it 
always  turns  the  same  side  towards  the  earth.  Both 
conclusions  were  correct,  according  to  the  point  of 
view  from  which  one  chose  to  consider  the  motion  of 
the  moon. 
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Thesis, 
time  when  there  was  motion,  there  might  have 
been,  instead  of  it,  rest.  But  we  know  no  more  than 
that,  at  a  subsequent  time,  such  rest  was  real,  and 
therefore  possible  also.  Motion  at  one  time,  and  rest 
at  another  are  not  contradictory  opposites.  There- 
fore the  succession  of  opposite  determinations,  that 
is,  change,  in  no  way  proves  contingency,  according 
to  the  concepts  of  the  pure  understanding,  and  can 
therefore  never  lead  us  on  to  the  existence  of  a 
necessary  Being,  according  to  the  pure  concepts  of 
the  understanding.  Change  proves  empirical  con- 
tingency only  ;  it  proves  that  the  new  state  could  not 
have  taken  place  according  to  the  law  of  causality 
by  itself,  and  without  a  cause  belonging  to  a  previous 
time.  This  cause,  even  if  it  is  considered  as  absolutely 
necessary,  must,  as  we  see,  exist  in  time,  and  belong 
to  the  series  of  phenomena. 
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THE  ANTINOMY  OF  PURE  REASON. 


[P-4«»] 


Section  III. 

Of  the  Interest  of  Reason  in  these  Conflict*. 

We  have  thus  watched  the  whole  dialectical  play  of 
the  cosmological  ideas,  and  have  seen  that  they  do 
not  even  admit  of  any  adequate  ohject  being  sup- 
plied to  them  in  any  possible  experience,  nay,  not 
even  of  reason  treating  them  in  accordance  with  the 
general  laws  of  experience.  Nevertheless  these  ideas 
are  not  arbitrary  fictions,  but  reason  in  the  con- 
tinuous progress  of  empirical  synthesis  is  necessarily 
led  on  to  them,  whenever  it  wants  to  free  what, 
according  to  the  rules  of  experience,  can  be  deter- 
mined as  conditioned  only,  from  all  conditions  and 
comprehend  it  in  its  unconditioned  totality.  These 
rationalising  or  dialectical  assertions  are  so  many 
attempts  at  solving  four  perfectly  natural  and  in- 
evitable problems  of  reason.  There  cannot  be  either 
more  or  less  of  them,  because  there  arc  neither  more 
nor  less  series  of  synthetical  hypotheses,  which  limit 
empirical  synthesis  a  priori. 

We  havo  represented  the  brilliant  pretensions  of 
reason,  extending  its  domain  beyond  all  the  limits  of 
experience,  in  dry  formulas  only,  containing  nothing 
but  the  grounds  of  its  claims ;  and,  as  it  [p.  463] 
befits  transcendental  philosophy,  divested  them  of 
everything  empirical,  although  it  is  only  in  con- 
nection with  this  that  the  whole  splendour  of  the 
assertions  of  reason  can  be  fully  seen.     In   their 
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application,  and  in  the  progressive  extension  of  the 
employment  of  reason,  beginning  from  tho  field  of 
experience  and  gradually  soaring  up  to  those  sub- 
lime ideas,  philosophy  displays  a  grandeur  which, 
if  it  could  only  establish  its  pretensions,  would  leave 
all  other  kinds  of  human  knowledge  far  behind, 
promising  to  us  a  safe  foundation  for  our  highest 
expectations  and  hopes  for  the  attainment  of  the 
highest  aims,  towards  which  all  the  exertions  of 
reason  must  finally  converge.  The  questions,  whether 
the  world  has  a  beginning  and  any  limit  of  its  ex- 
tension in  space ;  whether  there  is  anywhere,  and 
it  may  be  in  my  own  thinking  self,  an  indivisible 
and  indestructible  unity,  or  whether  there  exists 
nothing  but  what  is  divisible  and  perishable ;  whether 
in  my  acts  I  am  free,  or  like  other  beings,  led  by 
the  hand  of  nature  and  of  fate ;  whether,  finally, 
there  exists  a  supreme  cause  of  the  world,  or  whether 
tlic  objects  of  nature  and  their  order  form  the  last 
object  which  we  can  reach  in  all  our  speculations, — 
these  are  questions  for  the  solution  of  which  the 
mathematician  would  gladly  sacrifice  the  whole  of 
his  science,  which  cannot  give  him  any  satisfaction 
with  regard  to  the  highest  and  dearest  aspirations  of 
mankind.  Even  the  true  dignity  and  worth  [p.  464] 
of  mathematics,  that  pride  of  human  reason,  rests 
on  this,  that  they  teach  reason  how  to  understand 
nature  in  what  is  great  and  what  is  small  in  her, 
in  her  order  and  regularity,  and  likewise  in  the 
admirable  unity  of  her  moving  powers,  far  above 
all  expectations  of  a  philosophy  restricted  to  common 
experience,  and  thus  encourage  reason  to  extend  its 
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use  far  beyond  experience,  nay.  supply  philosophy 
with  the  best  materials  intended  to  support  its  in- 
vestigations, so  far  as  their  nature  admits  of  it,  by 
adequate  intuitions. 

Unfortunately  for  plulosophy,  but  fortunately 
perhaps  for  the  practical  destinies  of  men,  reason, 
in  the  very  midst  of  her  highest  expectations,  finds 
herself  so  hemmed  in  by  a  press  of  reasons  and 
counter  reasons,  that,  as  neither  her  honour  nor  her 
safety  admit  of  her  retreating  and  becoming  an 
indifferent  spectator  of  what  might  be  called  a  mere 
passage  of  arms,  still  less  of  her  commanding  peace 
in  a  strife  in  which  she  is  herself  deeply  interested, 
nothing  remains  to  her  but  to  reflect  on  the  origin 
of  this  conflict,  in  order  to  find  out  whether  it  may 
not  have  arisen  from  a  mere  misunderstanding.  After 
such  an  enquiry  proud  claims  would  no  [p.  465] 
doubt  have  to  be  surrendered  on  both  sides,  but  a 
permanent  and  tranquil  rule  of  reason  over  the 
understanding  and  the  senses  might  then  be  in- 
augurated. 

For  the  present  we  shall  defer  this  thorough  en- 
quiry, in  order  to  consider  which  side  we  should 
like  to  take,  it*  it  should  become  necessary  to  take 
sides  at  all  As  in  this  case  we  do  not  consult  the 
logical  test  of  truth,  but  only  our  own  interest,  such 
an  enquiry,  though  settling  nothing  as  to  the  con- 
tested rights  of  both  parties,  will  have  this  advantage, 
that  it  makes  us  understand  why  those  who  take  part 
in  this  contest  embrace  one  rather  than  the  other 
side,  without  heing  guided  by  any  special  insight 
into  the  subject.     It  may  also  explain  some  other 
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things,  as,  for  instance,  the  zelotic  heat  of  the  one 
and  the  calm  assurance  of  the  other  party,  and  why 
the  world  greets  one  party  with  rapturous  applause, 
and  entertains  towards  the  other  an  irreconcileablc 
prejudice. 

There  is  something  which  in  this  preliminary 
enquiry  determines  the  right  point  of  view,  from 
which  alone  it  can  be  carried  on  with  proper  com- 
pleteneas,  and  thus  is  the  comparison  of  the  principles 
from  which  both  parties  start.  If  we  look  at  the 
propositions  of  the  antithesis,  we  shall  find  in  it  a 
perfect  uniformity  in  the  mode  of  thought  and  a 
complete  unity  of  principle,  namely  the  prin-  [p.  466] 
ciple  of  pure  empiricism,  not  oidy  in  the  explanation 
of  the  phenomena  of  the  world,  but  also  in  the 
solution  of  the  transcendental  ideas  of  the  coemical 
universe  itself.  The  propositions  of  the  thesis,  on 
the  contrary,  rest  not  only  on  the  empirical  ex- 
planation within  the  series  of  phenomena,  but  like- 
wise on  intelligible  beginnings,  and  its  maxim  is 
therefore  not  simple.  With  regard  to  its  essential 
and  distinguishing  characteristic,  I  shall  call  it  the 
dogmatism  of  pure  reason. 

On  the  side  of  dogmatism  we  find  in  the  determina- 
tion of  the  cosmological  ideas,  or  in  the  Thetis : — 

First,  A  certain  practical  interest,  which  every 
right  thinking  man,  if  he  knows  his  true  interests, 
will  heartily  share.  That  the  world  has  a  beginning ; 
that  my  thinking  self  is  of  a  simple  and  therefore 
indestructible  nature ;  that  the  same  self  is  free  in 
all  his  voluntary  actions,  and  raised  above  the  com- 
pulsion of  nature ;  that,  finally,  the  whole  order  of 
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things,  or  the  world,  derives  its  origin  from  an  ori- 
ginal Being,  whence  everything  receives  both  unity 
and  practical  connection — these  are  so  many  founda- 
tion stones  on  which  morals  and  religion  arc  built 
up.  The  antithesis  robs  us,  or  seems  to  rob  us,  of 
all  these  supports. 

Secondly,  Reason  has  a  certain  speculative  interest 
on  the  same  side.  For,  if  we  take  and  employ  the 
transcendental  ideas  as  they  are  in  the  thesis,  one 
may  quite,  a  priori,  grasp  the  whole  chain  [p.  467] 
of  conditions  and  comprehend  the  derivation  of  the 
conditioned  by  beginning  with  the  unconditioned. 
This  cannot  be  done  by  the  antithesis,  which  pre- 
sents itself  in  a  very  unfavourable  light,  because  it 
cannot  return  to  the  question  as  to  the  conditions 
of  its  synthesis  any  answer  which  docs  not  lead  to 
constantly  new  questions.  According  to  it  one  has 
always  to  ascend  from  a  given  beginning  to  a  higher 
one,  every  part  leads  always  to  a  still  smaller  part, 
every  event  has  always  before  it  another  event  as 
its  cause,  and  the  conditions  of  existence  in  general 
always  rest  on  others,  without  ever  receiving  un- 
conditioned strength  and  support  from  a  self-sub- 
sisting thing,  as  the  original  being. 

mfljy,  This  side  lias  also  the  advantage  of  popu- 
larity, wluch  is  by  no  means  its  smallest  recom- 
mendation. The  common  understanding  does  not 
see  the  smallest  difficulty  in  the  idea  of  the  un- 
conditioned beginning  of  all  synthesis,  being  ac- 
customed rather  to  descend  to  consequences,  than 
to  ascend  to  causes.  It  finds  comfort  in  the  ideas 
of  the  absolutely  first  (the  possibility  of  which  does 
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not  trouble  it),  and  at  the  same  time  a  firm  point  to 
which  the  leading  strings  of  its  life  may  be  attached, 
while  there  is  no  pleasure  in  a  restless  ascent  from 
condition  to  condition,  and  keeping  one  foot  always 
in  the  air. 

On  the  side  of  empiricism,  so  far  as  it  [p.  468] 
determines  the  cosmological  ideas,  or  the  antithesis, 
there  is : — 

First,  No  such  practical  interest,  arising  from  the 
pure  principles  of  reason,  as  morality  and  religion 
possess.  On  the  contrary,  empiricism  seems  to  de- 
prive both  of  their  power  and  influence.  If  there 
is  no  original  Being,  different  from  the  world ;  if  the 
world  is  without  a  beginning,  and  therefore  without 
a  Creator ;  if  our  will  is  not  free,  and  our  soul  shares 
the  same  divisibility  and  perish ableness  with  matter, 
moral  ideas  also  and  principles  lose  all  validity,  and 
fall  with  the  transcendental  ideas,  which  formed  their 
theoretic  support. 

But,  on  the  other  side,  empiricism  offers  advantages 
to  the  speculative  interests  of  reason,  which  are  very 
tempting  and  far  exceed  those  which  the  dogmatical 
teacher  can  promise.  With  the  empiricist  the  under- 
standing is  always  on  its  own  proper  ground,  namely, 
the  field  of  all  possible  experience,  the  laws  of 
which  may  be  investigated  and  serve  to  enlarge 
certain  and  intelligible  knowledge  without  end.  Here 
every  object  can  and  ought  to  be  represented  to 
intuition,  both  in  itself  and  in  its  relations,  or  at 
least  in  concepts,  the  images  of  which  can  be  clearly 
represented  in  given  similar  intuitions.  Not  only 
is  there  no  necessity  for  leaving  the  chain  of  the 
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order  of  nature  in  order  to  lay  hold  of  ideas,  [p.  469] 
the  objects  of  which  are  not  known,  because,  as  mere 
products  of  thought,  they  can  never  be  given,  but 
the  understanding  is  not  even  allowed  to  leave  its 
proper  business  and,  under  pretence  of  its  being 
finished,  to  cross  into  the  domain  of  idealising  reason 
and  transcendental  concepts,  where  it  need  no  longer 
observe  and  investigate  according  to  the  laws  of 
nature,  but  only  think  and  dream,  without  any  risk 
of  being  contradicted  by  the  facts  of  nature,  not 
being  bound  by  their  evidence,  but  justified  in  passing 
them  by,  or  in  even  subordinating  them  to  a  higher 
authority,  namely,  that  of  pure  reason. 

Hence  the  empiricist  will  never  allow  that  any 
flpodh  of  nature  should  be  considered  as  the  absolutely 
first,  or  any  limit  of  his  vision  be  considered  as  the 
last.  He  will  not  approve  of  a  transition  from  the 
objects  of  nature,  which  he  can  analyse  by  observation 
and  mathematics  and  determine  synthetically  in 
intuition  (the  extended),  to  those  which  neither  sense 
nor  imagination  can  ever  represent  in  concrete  (the 
simple) ;  nor  will  he  concede  that  a  faculty  be  pre- 
supposed even  in  nature,  independent  of  the  laws  of 
nature  (freedom),  thus  narrowing  the  operations  of 
the  understanding  in  investigating,  according  to  the 
necessary  rules,  the  origin  of  phenomena  Lastly, 
ho  will  never  tolerate  that  a  cause  of  any-  [p.  470] 
thing  (the  original  Being)  should  be  looked  for  any- 
where outside  of  nature,  because  we  know  nothing 
but  nature,  which  alone  can  offer  us  objects  and  in- 
struct us  as  to  their  laws. 

If  the  empirical  philosopher  had  no  other  purpose 
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with  his  antithesis  but  to  put  down  the  rashness 
and  presumption  of  reason  in  mistaking  her  true 
puqiose,  while  boasting  of  insight  and  knowledge, 
where  insight  and  knowledge  come  to  an  end,  nay, 
while  representing,  what  might  have  been  allowed 
to  pass  on  account  of  practical  interests,  as  a  real 
advancement  of  speculative  enquiry,  in  order,  when 
it  is  so  disposed,  either  to  tear  the  thread  of 
physical  enquiry,  or  to  fasten  it,  under  the  pretence 
of  enlarging  our  knowledge,  to  those  transcendental 
ideas,  which  really  teach  us  that  we  know  nothing ;  if, 
I  say,  the  empiricist  were  satisfied  with  this,  then  his 
principle  would  only  serve  to  teach  moderation 
in  claims,  modesty  in  assertions,  and  encourage  the 
greatest  possible  enlargement  of  our  understanding 
through  the  true  teacher  given  to  us,  namely,  ex- 
perience. For  in  such  a  case  we  should  not  be 
deprived  of  our  intellectual  pr*8WtljMon$  or  of  our 
faith  in  their  influence  on  our  practical  interests. 
They  would  only  have  lost  the  pompous  titles  of 
science  and  rational  insight,  because  true  [p.  47»] 
speculative  knowledge  can  never  have  any  other 
object  but  experience  ;  and,  if  we  transcend  its  limits, 
our  synthesis,  which  attempts  new  kinds  of  know- 
ledge independent  of  experience,  lacks  that  sub- 
stratum of  intuition  to  which  alone  it?  could  be 
applied. 

As  it  is,  empiricism  becomes  often  itself  dogmatical 
with  regard  to  ideas,  and  boldly  denies  what  goes 
beyond  the  sphere  of  its  intuitive  knowledge,  and 
thus  becomes  guilty  itself  of  a  want  of  modesty, 
which  here  is  all  the  more  reprehensible,  because  an 
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irreparable  injury  is  thereby  inflicted  on  the  practical 
interests  of  reason. 

This  constitutes  the  opposition  of  Epicureanism* 
to  Platonism, 

Either  party  says  more  than  it  knows ;  [p.  47*] 
but,  while  the  former  encourages  and  advances  know- 
ledge, although  at  the  expense  of  practical  interests, 
the  latter  supplies  excellent  practical  principles,  but 
with  regard  to  everything  of  which  speculative  know- 
ledge is  open  to  us,  it  allows  reason  to  indulge  in 
ideal  explanations  of  natural  phenomena  and  to  neg- 
lect physical  investigation. 

With  regard  to  the  third  point  which  has  to  be 
considered  in  a  preliminary  choice  between  the  two 
opposite  parties,  it  is  very  strange  that  empirkoo 
should  be  so  unpopular,  though  it  might  be  supposed 
that  the  common  understanding  would  readily  accept 
a  theory  which  promises  to  satisfy  it  by  experimental 
knowledge  and  its  rational  connection,  while  tran- 

1  It  U,  however,  doubtful  whether  Epicurus  did  ever  tench  theM 
pbcipl'-s  hi  objective  assertions.  If  be  meant  them  to  be  do  more 
than  maxims  for  the  speculative  use  of  reason,  bo  would  have  shown 
thereby  a  truer  philosophical  spirit  than  any  of  the  philosophor*  of 
antiquity.  The  principles  that  in  explaining  phenomena  we  mast 
proceed  as  if  the  field  of  investigation  were  encloted  by  no  limit  or 
beginning  of  the  world;  that  the  material  of  the  world  should  be 

■l.- . .  j . t . -. i  in-  it  iii ii - r  tiv,  ii  n  rati  i'ii' .hi,  ur/tUng  ■boil  it  boo 

i\|K'ninco  ;  that  there  is  no  origination  of  events  except  as  deter- 
mined by  invariable  laws  of  nature  ;  and.  lastly,  that  we  must  not 
appeal  to  a  cause  distinct  from  the  world,  all  these  are  ttill  per> 
foctly  true,  though  seldom  observed  in  enlarging  the  field  of  s|wcu- 
Utive  philosophy,  or  in  discovering  tbo  principles  of  morality, 
independently  of  foreign  aid.  There  is  no  ueccssity  besides,  why 
those  who  wish  only  to  sartors  these  dogmatical  propositions,  while 
still  engaged  in  speculating  on  them,  should  he  accused  of  wishing 
to  deny  them. 
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Kcondental  dogmatism  forces  it  to  ascend  to  concepts 
which  far  surpass  the  insight  and  rational  faculties 
of  the  most  practised  thinkers.  But  here  [p.  473] 
is  the  real  motive ; — the  man  of  ordinary  under- 
standing is  so  placed  thereby  that  even  the  most 
learned  can  claim  no  advantage  over  him.  If  he 
knows  little  or  nothing,  no  one  can  boast  of  knowing 
much  more,  and  though  he  may  not  be  able  to 
employ  such  scholastic  terms  as  others,  he  can  argue 
infinitely  more,  because  he  moves  about  among  mere 
ideas,  about  which  it  is  easy  to  be  eloquent,  because 
no  one  knows  anything  about  than.  The  same  person 
would  have  to  be  entirely  silent,  or  would  have  to 
confess  his  ignorance  with  regard  to  scientific  enquiries 
into  nature.  Indolence,  therefore,  and  vanity  are 
strongly  in  favour  of  those  principles.  Besides,  al- 
though a  true  philosopher  finds  it  extremely  hard  to 
accept  the  principle  of  which  he  can  give  no  reason- 
able account,  still  more  to  introduce  concepts  the  ob- 
jective reality  of  which  cannot  be  established,  nothing 
comes  more  natural  to  the  common  understanding 
that  wants  something  with  which  it  can  operate 
securely.  The  difficulty  of  comprehending  such  a 
supposition  does  not  disquiet  a  person  of  common 
understanding,  because  not  knowing  what  compre- 
hending really  means,  it  never  enters  into  his  mind, 
and  he  takes  everything  for  known  that  has  become 
familiar  to  him  by  frequent  use.  At  last  all  specu- 
lative interest  disappears  before  the  practical,  and  he 
imagines  that  he  understands  and  knows  what  his 
fears  and  hopes  iinpel  him  to  accept  or  to  believe. 
Thus  the  empiricism  of  a  transcendentally    [p.  *u] 
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idealising  reason  loses  all  popularity  and,  however 
prejudicial  it  may  be.  to  the  highart  practical  prin- 
ciples, there  is  no  reason  to  fear  that  it  will  ever 
pass  the  limits  of  the  school  and  obtain  in  the 
commonwealth  any  considerable  authority,  or  any 
favour  with  the  multitude. 

Human  reason  is  by  its  nature  architectonic,  and 
looks  upon  all  knowledge  as  belonging  to  a  possible 
system.  It  therefore  allows  such  principles  only 
which  do  not  render  existing  knowledge  incaj>able  of 
being  associated  with  other  knowledge  in  some  kind 
of  system.  The  propositions  of  the  antithesis,  how- 
ever, are  of  such  a  character  that  they  render  the 
completion  of  any  system  of  knowledge  quite  im- 
possible According  to  them  there  is  always  beyond 
every  Htate  of  the  world,  an  older  state ;  ia  every  part, 
other  and  again  divisible  parts ;  before  every  event, 
another  event  which  again  is  produced  from  elsewhere, 
and  everything  in  existence  is  conditioned,  with- 
out an  unconditioned  and  Grst  existence  anywhere. 
As  therefore  the  antithesis  allows  of  nothing  that  is 
first,  and  of  no  beginning  which  could  serve  as  the 
foundation  of  an  edifice,  such  an  edifice  of  know- 
ledge is  entirely  impossible  with  such  premisses. 
Hence  the  architectonic  interest  of  reason  [p.  475] 
(which  demands  not  empirical,  but  pure  rational 
unity  a  priori)  serves  as  a  natural  recommendation 
of  the  propositions  of  the  thesis. 

But  if  men  could  free  themselves  from  all  such 
interests,  and  consider  the  assertions  of  reason,  un- 
concerned about  their  consequences,  according  to 
the  value  of  their  arguments  only,  they  would  find 
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themselves,  if  they  knew  of  no  escape  from  the  press 
except  adhesion  to  one  or  the  other  of  the  op- 
posite doctrines,  in  a  state  of  constant  oscillation. 
To-day  they  would  be  convinced  that  the  human 
will  is  free ;  to-morrow,  when  considering  the  in- 
dissoluble chain  of  nature,  they  would  think  that 
freedom  is  nothing  but  self-deception,  and  nature  all 
in  all.  When  afterwards  they  come  to  act,  this 
play  of  purely  speculative  reason  would  vanish  like 
the  shadows  of  a  dream,  and  they  woidd  choose  their 
principles  according  to  practical  interests  only.  But, 
as  it  well  befits  a  reflecting  and  enquiring  being  to 
devote  a  certain  time  entirely  to  the  examination  of 
his  own  reason,  divesting  himself  of  all  partiality, 
and  then  to  publish  his  observations  for  the  judgment 
of  others,  no  one  ought  to  be  blamed,  still  less  be 
prevented,  if  he  wishes  to  produce  the  thesis  [p.  47°] 
as  well  as  the  antithesis,  so  that  they  may  defend 
themselves,  terrified  by  no  menace,  before  a  jury  of 
his  peers,  that  is,  before  a  jury  of  weak  mortals. 

THE  ANTINOMY  OF  PUBE  REASON. 

Section  IV. 

Of  the  transcendental  Problems  of  Pure  Reason,  and 
the  absolute  necessity  of  their  solution. 

To  attempt  to  solve  all  problems,  and  answer  all 
questions,  would  be  impudent  boasting,  and  so  ex- 
travagant a  self-conceit,  that  it  would  forfeit  all 
confidence.  Nevertheless  there  are  sciences  the  very 
nature  of  which  requires  that  every  question  which 
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can  occur  in  them  should  Ijc  answerable  at  once  from 
what  is  known,  because  the  answer  must  arise  from 
the  same  sources  from  which  the  question  springs. 
Here  it  is  not  allowed  to  plead  inevitable  ignorance, 
but  a  solution  can  be  demanded.  We  must  be  able, 
for  instance,  to  know,  according  to  a  rule  what,  in 
every  possible  case  is  rigid  or  wrong,  because  this 
touches  our  obligation,  and  we  cannot  have  any  ob- 
ligation to  that  which  we  cannot  know.  In  [p.  477] 
the  explanation,  however,  of  the  phenomena  of  nature, 
many  things  must  remain  uncertain,  and  many  a 
question  insoluble,  because  what  we  know  of  nature 
is  by  no  means  sufficient,  in  all  cases,  to  explain  what 
has  to  be  explained.  It  lias  now  to  be  consider'  1, 
whether  there  exists  in  transcendental  pliilosophy 
any  question  relating  to  any  object  of  reason  which, 
by  that  pure  reason,  is  unanswerable,  and  whether  wo 
have  a  right  to  decline  its  decisive  answer  by  treating 
the  object  as  absolutely  uncertain  (from  all  that  we 
are  able  to  know),  and  as  belonging  to  that  class  of 
objects  of  which  we  may  form  a  sufficient  conception 
for  starting  a  question,  without  having  the  power  or 
means  of  ever  answering  it 

Now  I  maintain  that  transcendental  philosophy 
has  this  peculiarity  among  all  speculative  knowledge, 
that  no  question,  referring  to  an  object  of  pure  reason, 
can  be  insoluble  for  the  same  human  reason ;  and  that 
no  excuse  of  inevitable  ignorance  on  our  sido,  or  of 
unfathomable  depth  on  the  sido  of  tho  problem,  can 
release  us  from  the  obligation  to  answer  it  thoroughly 
and  completely ;  because  the  same  concept,  which 
enables  us  to  ask  the  question,  must  qualify  us  to 
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answer  it,  considering  that,  as  in  the  case  of  right  and 
wrong,  the  object  itself  does  not  exist,  except  " 

t:i;lli-l-J»t. 

There  are  however  in  transcendental  philo-  [p.  478] 
sophy  no  other  questions  hot  the  cosmological,  with 
regard  to  which  wc  have  a  right  to  demand  a  satis- 
factory answer,  touching  the  quality  of  the  object ; 
nor  is  the  philosopher  allowed  here  to  decline  an 
answer  by  pleading  impenetrable  obscurity.  These 
questions  can  refer  to  cosmological  ideas  only,  be- 
cause the  object  must  be  given  empirically,  and  the 
question  only  refers  to  the  adequuteuess  of  it  to  an 
idea.  If  the  object  is  transcendental  and  therefore 
itself  unknown,  as,  for  instance,  whether  that  some- 
thing the  phenomenal  appearance  of  which  (within 
ourselves)  is  the  thinking  (soul),  be  in  itself  a  simple 
being,  whether  there  be  an  absolutely  necessary  cause 
of  all  things,  <fec.,  we  are  asked  to  find  an  object  for  our 
idea  of  which  we  may  well  confess  that  it  is  unknown 
to  us,  though  not  therefore  impossible  K  The  cosmo- 
logical ideas  alone  possess  this  peculiarity  [p.  479] 
that  they  may  presuppose  their  object,  and  the  em- 

1  Though  wc  cannot  answer  tlie  question,  what  kind  of  qmlity 
11  transcendental  object  may  possess,  or  viluit  it  it,  we  are  well  able 
to  answer  that  the  question  itself  it  nothing,  because  it  is  without  an 
object.  All  questions  therefore  of  transcendental  psychology  aro 
answerable,  and  have  been  answered,  for  they  refer  to  the  tran- 
scendental subject  of  all  internal  phenomena,  which  itself  in  not 
phenomenal,  and  not  given  as  an  object,  and  possesses  nunc  of  the 
conditions  which  make  any  of  the  categories  (and  it  is  to  them  that 
the  quextion  n-nlly  refer*)  applicable  to  it.  We  have,  therefore, 
here  a  case  where  the  common  saying  applies,  that  no  answer  is  as 
good  as  an  answer,  that  is,  that  the  question  regarding  the  quality  of 
something  which  cannot  be  conceived  by  any  definite  predicates,  being 
completely  beyond  tho  sphere  of  objects,  is  entirely  null  and  void. 
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pi  rind  synthesis  required  for  the  object,  as  given, 
and  the  question  which  they  suggest  refers  only  to 
the  progress  of  that  synthesis,  so  far  as  it  is  to  con- 
tain ;tb8olute  totality,  Mich  absolute  totality  being  no 
longer  empirical.  U'eause  it  cannot  be  given  in  any 
experience.  As  we  are  here  concerned  solely  with  a 
thing,  as  an  object  of  possible  experience,  not  as  a 
thing  by  itself,  it  is  impossible  that  the  answer  of  the 
transcendent  cosinological  question  can  lie  anywhere 
but  in  the  idea,  because  it  refers  to  no  object  by  itself; 
anil  even  in  respect  to  any  possible  experience  we  do 
not  ask  for  that  which  can  l>e  given  in  concreto  in  any 
experience,  but  for  that  which  lies  in  the  idea,  to  which 
the  empirical  synthesis  can  no  more  than  approach. 
Hence  that  question  can  be  solved  from  the  idea 
only,  and  being  a  mere  creation  of  reason,  reason  can- 
not decline  her  responsibility  and  put  it  on  the 
unknown  object 

It  is  in  reality  not  so  strange  as  it  may  [p.  480] 
seem  at  first,  that  a  science  should  demand  and  ex- 
pect definite  answers  to  all  the  questions  belonging 
to  it  (i|iia-.stiones  domestic®),  although  at  present 
these  answers  have  not  yet  been  discovered  There 
are,  in  addition  to  transcendental  philosophy,  two 
other  sciences  of  pure  reason,  the  one  sjieculative,  the 
■  ther  practical,  pure  mathematics,  and  pttffl  tA 
Has  it  ever  been  alleged  that,  it  may  be  on  account 
of  our  necessary  ignorance  of  the  conditions. 
remain  uncertain  what  exaet    relation  the  diameter 

■  1  rs  to  a  circle,  in  rational  or  irrational  numbere  ? 
As  by  the  former  the  relation  cannot  be  expressed 
adequately,  and  by  the  latter  has  not  yet  been  dis- 

vol.  11.  e  e 
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•  red,  it  was  judged  rightly  that  the  impossibility  at 
least  of  the  solution  of  such  a  problem  can  be  known 
with  certainty,  and  Lambert  gave  even  a  demon- 
1 1 ion  of  this.  In  the  general  principles  of  morality 
t lure  can  be  nothing  uncertain,  because  its  maxims 
are  either  entirely  null  ami  void,  or  derived  from 

our  own   rational   icepts  only.      In  natural  science, 

on  the  contrary,  we  have  an  infinity  of  conjectures 
with  regard  to  which  certainty  can  never  be  expect' d, 
because  natural  phenomena  are  objects  given  to  us 
independent  of  our  concepts,  and  the  key  to  them 
cannot  be  found  within  our  own  mind,  but  in  the 
world  outside  us.  For  that  reason  it  cannot  in  many 
cases  be  found  at  all,  and  a  satisfactory  answer  must, 
not  be  expected.  The  questions  of  the  trau-  [p.  481 J 
scendental  Analytic,  referring  to  the  deduction  of 
our  pure  knowledge,  do  not  belong  to  this  class, 
because  we  are  treating  at  present  of  the  certainty  of 
judgments  with  reference  to  their  objects  only,  and 
not  with  reference  to  the  origin  of  our  concepts 
themselves. 

We  shall  not  therefore  be  justified  in  evading  the 
obligation  of  a  critical  solution  at  least  of  the  ques- 
tions of  reason,  by  complaints  on  the  narrow  limits  of 
our  reason,  and  by  confessing,  under  the  veil  of  humble 
self-knowledge,  that  it  goes  beyond  the  powers  of  our 
reason  to  determine  whether  the  world  has  existed  from 
eternity,  or  has  had  a  beginning;  whether  cosmical 
space  is  filled  with  beings  ad  infinitum,  or  enclosed 
within  certain  limits  ;  whether  anything  in  the  world 
is  simple,  or  everything  can  be  infinitely  divided ; 
lastly,  whether  there  is  a  Being  entirely  unconditioned 
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I  necessary  in  itself,  or  whether  the  existence  of 
everything  is  conditioned,  and  therefore  externally 
dependent,  and  in  itself  contingent.  For  all  these 
questions  refer  to  an  i>bjei.  1  which  can  be  found 
nowhere  except  in  our  own  thoughts,  namely,  the 
absolutely  unconditioned  totality  of  the  synthesis  of 

I  Im-iiimii.mi:i.        It"  -.■-.•    0X6    ""'   ftl  |fl  U)  -mv  :ni<l  I  •St.il  ill's!  1 

anything  certain  ulxiut  this  from  our  own  concepts, 
we  must  not  throw  the  blame  on  the  object  [p.  48a] 
itself  us  obscure,  because  such  an  object  (being  no- 
where to  be  found,  except  in  our  ideas)  can  never  he 
given  to  us  ;  but  we  must  look  for  the  real  cause  of 
obscurity  in  our  idea  itself,  which  is  a  problem  ad- 
mitting of  no  solution,  though  we  insist  obstinately 
that  a  real  object  must  correspond  to  it.  A  clear 
explanation  of  the  dialectic  within  our  own  concept, 
would  soon  show  us,  with  perfect  certainty,  how  we 
ought  to  judge  with  reference  to  such  a  quest i< 

If  people  put  forward  a  pretext  of  being  unable  to 
arrive  at  certainty  with  regard  to  these  problems,  the 
first  qoeetaon  which  we  ought  to  address  to  them, 
and  which  they  ought  to  answer  clearly,  is  this, 
Whence  do  you  get  those  ideas  the  solution  of  which 
involves  you  in  such  difficulty?  Are  they  phenomena, 
of  which  you  require  an  explanation,  and  of  which  you 
have  only  to  find,  in  accordance  with  those  ideas,  the 
principles,  or  the  rule  of  their  explanation?  Suppose 
the  whole  of  nature  were  spread  out  lx-foru  you,  and 
nothing  were  hid  to  your  senses  aud  to  the  con- 
sciousness of  all  that  is  presented  to  your  intuition, 
yet  you  would  never  be  able  to  know  by  one  single 
experience  the  object  of  your  ideas  in  ooncrcto  (bc- 

e  e  2 
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cause,  in  addition  to  that  complete  intuition,  what  is 
required  is  a  completed  synthesis,  and  the  conscious- 
ness of  its  alwolute  totality,  which  is  im-  [p.  483] 
possible  by  any  empirical  knowledge).  Hence  your 
question  can  never  be  provoked  for  the  sake  ol 
plaining  any  given  phenomenon,  :uul  as  il  were 
suggested  by  the  object  itself.  Such  an  object  can 
never  come  before  you,  because  it  can  never  be  given 
by  any  poiNsiUe  experience.  In  all  possible  percep- 
tions yon  always  remain  under  the  sway  of  condition*, 
whether  in  space  or  in  time  ;  you  never  come  face  to 
face  with  anything  unconditioned,  in  order  thus  to 
determine  whether  the  unconditioned  exists  in  an 
absolute  beginning  of  the  synthesis,  or  in  an  absolute 
totality  of  the  series,  or  without  any  beginning.  The 
whole,  in  its  empirical  meaning,  is  always  relative 
only.  The  absolute  whole  of  quantity  (the  universe),  of 
division,  of  origination,  and  of  the  condition  of  exist- 
ence in  general,  with  all  the  attendant  questions  as  to 
whether  it  can  be  realised  by  a  finite  synthesis  or  by 
a  synthesis  to  be  carried  on  ad  iufinitum,  has  nothing 
to  do  with  any  possible  experience.  You  would,  for 
instance,  never  be  able  to  explain  the  phenomena  of 
a  body  in  the  least  better,  or  even  differently,  whether 
you  assume  that  it  consists  of  simple  or  throughout 
of  composite  parts:  for  neither  a  simple  phenomenon, 
nor  an  infinite  composition  can  ever  meet  your 
senses.  Phenomena  require  to  be  explained  so  far 
only  as  the  conditions  of  their  explanation  are  given 
in  fierception :  but  whatever  may  exist  in  [p.  484] 
them,  if  comprehended  as  an  absolute  whole,  can1 
1  Read  kdne  in  original,  not  *i»w. 
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never  be  a  perception.  Yet  it  is  this  very  whole 
the  explanation  of  which  is  required  in  the  transcen- 
dental problems  of  reason. 

As  therefore  the  solution  of  these  problems  can 
never  be  supplied  by  experience,  you  cannot  say  that 
it  is  ascertain  what  ought  to  be  predicated  of  the 
object.  For  your  object  is  in  your  brain  only,  and 
cannot  possibly  exist  outside  it ;  so  that  you  have 
only  to  take  care  to  be  at  one  with  yourselves,  and  to 
avoid  the.  amphiboly,  which  changes  your  idea  into  a 
pretended  representation  of  an  object  empirically 
given,  and  therefore  to  be  known  according  to  the 
km  of  experience.  The  dogmatical  solution  is  there- 
fore not  only  uncertain,  but  impossible;  while  the 
critical  solution,  which  may  become  perfectly  certain, 
does  not  consider  the  question  objectively,  but  only 
with  reference  to  the  foundation  of  the  knowledge 
on  which  it  is  based. 


THE  ANTINOMY  OP  PURE  REASON.      [p.  485] 

Section  V. 

>i    .  Heal  Representation  of  the  Cosmological  Questions 
in  the  four  Transcendental  Ideas. 

We  should  no  doubt  gladly  desist  from  wishing  to 
have  our  questions  answered  dogmatically,  if  we 
understood  beforehand  th:it.  whatever  the  answer 
might  be,  it  would  only  increase  our  ignorance,  and 
throw  us  from  one  incomprehensibility  into  another, 
from  one  obscurity  into  a  still  greater  obscurity,  or  it 
may  be  even  into  contradictions.  If  our  quest: 
can  only  be  answered  by  yes  or  no,  it  would  seem  to 
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be  pnulent  to  take  no  account  at  first  of  the  probable 
grounds  of  the  answer,  hut  to  consider  before,  what 
we  should  gain,  if  the  answer  was  yes,  and  what,  if 
tin  answer  was  DO.  If  we  Bhould  find  that  in 
either  case  nothing  comes  of  it  but  mere  nonsense, 
we  are  surely  called  upon  to  examine  our  question 
critically,  and  to  see  whether  it  does  not  rest  on  a 
groundless  supposition,  playing  only  with  an  idea 
.\liich  betrays  its  falsity  in  its  application  and  its 
consequences  better  than  when  represented  by  itself. 
This  is  the  great  advantage  of  the  sceptical  [p.  486] 
treatment  of  questions  which  pure  reason  puts  to 
pure  reason.  We  get  rid  by  it,  with  a  little  effort, 
of  a  great  amount  of  dogmatical  rubbish,  in  order  to 
put  in  its  place  sober  criticism  which,  as  a  true  ca- 
thartic, removes  successfully  all  illusion  with  its 
train  of  omniscience. 

If,  therefore,  I  could  know  beforehand  that  a  cos- 
niologieal  idea,  whatever  diivet.ii.11  the  regressive 
synthesis  of  phenomena  towards  the  unconditioned 
might  take,  would  always  be  either  too  large  or  too 
small  for  any  rmir.-pt  <;/'  the  multi-standing,  I  should 
understand  that,  as  an  idea  refers  only  to  an  object 
of  experience  which  is  to  correspond  to  a  pos- 
sible concept  of  the  understanding,  it  must  be  empty 
and  without  meaning,  because  the  object  does  not  fit 
into  it,  whatever  I  may  do  to  adapt  it.  And  this 
must  really  be  the  case  with  all  cosmical  concepts, 
which  on  that  very  account  involve  reason,  so  long  as 
it  remains  attached  to  them,  in  inevitable  antinomy. 
For  suppose : 

First-,  That  the  world  ha«  no  beginning,  and  you 
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will  find  that  it  is  too  large  for  your  concept,  which, 
as  it  consists  in  a  successive  regressus.  can  never 
reach  the  whole  of  past  eternity.  Or,  suppose,  that 
(he  world  has  a  beginning,  then  with  its  necessary 
empirical  regressus  it  is  again  too  .small  for  the  con- 
cept of  your  understanding.  For  as  a  be-  [p.  487] 
ginning  always  presupposes  h  time  preceding,  it  is 
not  yet  unconditioned ;  and  the  law  of  the  empirical 
use  of  the  understanding  obliges  you  to  look  for  a 
higher  condition  of  time,  so  that,  with  reference  to 
such  a  law,  the  world  is  clearly  too  small. 

The  same  applies  to  the  twofold  answer  to  the 
question  regarding  the  extent  of  the  world  in  space. 
For  if  it  in  infinil'  and  unlimited,  it  is  too  large  for 
every  possible  empirical  concept.  If  1/  U  fait*  aud 
limited,  you  have  a  perfect  right  to  ask  what  deter- 
mines that  limit.  Empty  space  is  not  an  independent 
eorrehite  ot  things,  and  cannot  lie  a  final  condition, 
still  less  an  empirical  condition  forming  a  part  of  a 
possible  experience ; — for  how  can  there  be  experience 
of  what  is  absolutely  void  ?  But,  in  order  to  produce 
an  absolute  totality  in  an  empirical  synthesis,  it  is 
always  requisite  that  the  unconditioned  should  be 
an  empirical  concept.  Thus  it  follows  that  a  limited 
world  would  be  loo  uma/l  tor  your  concept 

Secondly,  If  every  phenomenon  in  space  (matter) 
eonsalM  of  an  infinite  number  of  part*,  the  regressus 
of  a  division  will  always  be  too  large  for  your  concept, 
while  if  the  division  of  space  is  to  stop  at  any  member 
(the  simple),  it  would  be  too  small  for  the  idea  of  the 
unconditioned,  because  that  memher  always  admits 
of  a  regressus  to  more  parts  contained  in  it.      [p.  488] 
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Thirdly,  If  you  aupposo  that  everything  that 
happens  in  fcihe  world  is  nothing  but  the  result  of  the 
|0W8  of  nature,  the  causality  of  the  cause  will  always 
he  something  that  happens,  and  that  necessitates  a 
regresHus  to  :i  still  higher  cause,  and  therefore  a 
continuation  of  the  series  of  conditions  a  parte  priori 
without  end.  Mere  active  nature,  therefore,  is  too 
large  for  any  concept  iu  the  synthesis  of  cosmical 
events. 

If  you  admit,  on  the  contrary,  spontavernishj  pro- 
duced events,  therefore  generation  from  freedom,  you 
have  still,  according  to  an  inevitable  law  of  nature,  to 
ask  why.  and  you  are  forced  by  the  empirical  law  of 
causality  beyond  that  point,  till  you  find  that  any 
such  totality  of  connection  is  too  small  for  your 
necessary  empirical  concept. 

F<m rt Id tj.  If  you  admit  an  ahsolutely  necessary 
Being  (whether  it  be  the  world  itself  or  something 
in  the  world,  or  the  cause  of  the  world),  you  place  it 
at  a  time  infinitely  remote  from  any  given  point  of 
time,  because  otherwise  it  would  be  dependent  on 
another  and  antecedent  existence.  In  that  case, 
however,  such  an  existence  would  be  unapproachnM' 
by  your  empirical  concept,  and  too  large  even  to  be 
reached  by  any  continued  regressus. 

But  if,  according  to  your  opinion,  every-  [p.  489] 
thing  which  belongs  to  the  world  (whether  as  con- 
ditioned or  as  condition)  is  contingent,  then  every 
given  existence  is  too  small  for  your  concept,  because 
compelling  you  to  look  still  for  another  existence,  on 
which  it  depends. 

We  have  said  that  in  all  these  cases,  the  cosmical 
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idea  is  cither  too  large  or  too  small  for  the  empirical 
regressus,  and  therefore  for  every  possible  concept 
of  the  understanding.  But  why  (lid  we  not  take 
the  oj>podt6  view  aud  say  tliat  in  the  former  case 
the  empirical  concept  is  always  too  small  for  tin- 
idea,  and  in  the  Latter  too  large,  BO  that  blame  should 
Attach  to  thfl  eupaifia]  regressus,  and  not  to  the 
cosmological  idea,  which  we  accused  of  deviating 
from  its  object,  namely  pOBsihh:  experience,  cither  by 
it*  too-much  or  ite  too-little  ?  The  reason  was  this. 
It  is  possible  experience  alone  that  can  impart  rcalit  \ 
to  o\ir  concepts ;  without  this,  a  concept  is  only  an 
idee  Without  truth,  and  without  any  reference  to  an 
object.  Heucu  the  possible  empirical  concept  was 
the  standard  by  which  to  judge  the  idea,  whether 
it  be  an  idea  and  fiction  only,  or  whether  it  has  an 
object  in  the  world.  For  we  then  only  say  that  any- 
thing is  relatively  to  something  else  either  too  large 
or  too  small,  if  it  is  required  for  the  sake  of  tin- 
other  and  ought  to  be  adapted  to  it.  One  of  the 
playthings  of  the  old  dialectical  school  was  [p.  490] 
the  question,  whether  we  should  say  that  the  ball 
is  too  large  or  the  hole  too  small,  if  a  ball  cannot 
pass  through  a  hole.  In  this  case  it  is  indifferent 
what  expression  we  use,  because  we  do  not  know 
which  of  the  two  exists  for  the  sake  of  the  other. 
But  you  would  never  say  that  the  man  is  too  large' 
for  his  coat,  but  tliat  the  coat  is  too  small  for  the  man. 
We  liave  thus  been  led  at  least  to  a  well-founded 
suspicion  that  the  cosmological  ideas,  aud  with  then 
all  the  conflicting  sophistical  assertions,  may  rest  00 
an  empty  and  merely  imaginary  oODOOptioa  of  the 
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manner  in  which  the  object  of  those  ideas  can  be 
given,  and  this  suspicion  may  lead  us  on  the  right 
truck  to  discover  the  illusion  which  has  so  long  let! 
us  astray. 

THE  ANTINOMY  OF  PURE  REASON. 

Section  VI. 

Tranxcnuhntal   hhalism   as  Hie  key  to  the  solution 
of  Cosmological  Dialectic. 

It  has  been  sufficiently  proved  in  the  transcendental 
/Esthetic  that  everything  which  is  perceived  in  space 
umI  time,  therefore  all  objects  of  an  experience 
possible  to  us,  are  nothing  but  phenomena,  that  is, 
mere  representations  which,  such  as  they  are  [p.  49'] 
represented,  namely,  as  extended  beings,  or  series 
of  changes,  have  no  independent  existence  outside 
our  thoughts.  This  system  I  call  Transcendental 
Idealism'.  Transcendental  realism  changes  these 
modifications  of  our  sensibility  into  self-subsistent 
things,  that  is,  it  changes  mere  representations  into 
things  by  themselves. 

It  would  bo  unfair  to  ask  us  to  adopt  that  long- 
decried  empirical  idealism  which,  while  it  admits  tin- 
independent  reality  of  space,  denies  the  existence  of 
extended  beings  in  it,  or  at  all  events  considers  it 
as  doubtful  and  does  not  admit  that  there  is  in  this 
respect  a  sufficiently  established  difference  between 
dream  and  reality.  It  sees  no  difficulty  with  regard 
to  the  phenomena  of  the  internal  sense  in  time,  being 
real  things;  nay,  it  even  maintains  that  this  internal 
1  See  Supplement  XXV]  II. 
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experience  alone  sufficiently  proves  the  real  existence 
of  its  object  (by  itself),  with  all  the  determinations 
in  time. 

Our  own  transcendental  idealism,  on  the  contrary, 
allows  that  the  objects  of  external  intuition  may  be 
real,  as  they  are  perceived  in  space,  and  likewise  all 
cliauges  in  time,  as  they  are  represented  by  the 
internal  sense.  For  as  space  itself  is  a  form  of  that 
intuition  which  we  call  externid,  and  as  there  [p.  49*] 
would  be  no  empirical  representation  at  all,  unless 
there  were  objects  in  space,  we  can  and  must  admit 
the  extended  beings  in  it  as  real ;  and  the  same 
applies  to  time.  Space  itself,  however,  as  well  as 
time,  and  with  them  all  phenomena,  are  not  Ihings 
bj  themselves,  but  representations,  and  cannot  e> 
outside  our  mind ;  and  even  the  internal  sensuous 
intuition  of  our  mind  (as  an  object  of  consciousness) 
which  is  represented  as  determined  by  the  succession 
of  different  states  in  time,  is  not  a  real  self,  as  it 
exists  by  itself,  or  what  is  called  the  transcendental 
subject,  but  a  phenomenon  only,  given  to  the  sensi- 
bility of  this  to  us  unknown  being.  It  cannot  be 
admitted  that  this  internal  phenomenon  exists  as  a 
thing  by  itself,  because  it  is  under  the  condition  of 
time,  which  can  in-ver  be  the  determination  of  any- 
thing by  itself.  In  space  and  time,  however,  the 
empirical  truth  of  phenomena  is  sufficiently  estab- 
lished, and  kept  quite  distinct  from  a  dream,  if  l«»t h 
are  properly  and  completely  connected  together  in 
experience,  according  to  empirical  laws. 

The  objects  of  experience  are  therefore  never  given 
by  Ihsmtehee,  but  in  our  experience  only,  and  do  not 
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t  ouside  it.  That  there  may  be  in-  [p.  493] 
habitants  in  the  EQOOD,  though  DO  man  has  ever  seen 
them,  Blurt  be  admitted;  but  it  means  no  more  than 
that,  in  the  possible  progress  of  our  experience,  we 
may  meet  with  them  ;  for  everything  is  real  that 
hangs  together  with  ;t  perception,  according  to  the 
laws  of  empirical  progress.  They  are  therefore  real,  if 
they  are  empirically  connected  with  any  real  conscious- 
B,  although  they  are  not  therefore  real  by  them- 
selves, that  is,  apart  from  that  progress  of  experience. 

Nothing  is  really  given  to  us  but  perception, 
and  the  empirical  progress  from  this  to  other  possible 
perceptions.  For  by  themselves  phenomena,  as  mere 
representations,  are  real  in  perception  only,  which 
itself  is  nothing  but  the  reality  of  an  empirical 
representation,  that  is,  phenomenal  appearance.  To 
call  a  phenomenon  a  real  thing,  before  it  is  peiveived, 
(Deans  either,  that  in  the  pJOgBOBB  of  c.\peririiee  WD 
must  meet  with  such  a  perception,  or  it  means  no- 
thing. For  that  it  existed  by  itself,  without  any 
reference  to  our  senses  and  possible  experience,  might 
no  doubt  be  said  when  we  speak  of  a  thing  by  itself. 
We  here  are  speaking,  however,  of  a  phenomenon  in 
space  and  time,  which  are  not  determinations  of  things 
by  themselves,  but  only  of  our  sensibility.  Hence  that 
which  exists  in  them  (phenomena)  is  not  sometliing 
by  itself,  but  consists  in  representations  only,  [p.  494] 
which,  unless  they  are  given  in  us  (in  perception), 
exist  nowhere. 

The  faculty  of  sensuous  intuition  is  really  some 
kind  of  receptivity  only,  according  to  which  we  are 
affected   in   a  certain    way    by    representations   the 
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mutual  relation  of  which  is  :i  pure  intuition  of  space 
and  time  (more  forms  of  our  sensibility),  and  which, 
if  thev  are  connected  and  determined  in  that  re- 
lation  of  space  and  time,  according  to  the  laws  of  the 
unity  of  experience,  are  called  objects.  The  non- 
sensuous  cauBe  of  these  representations  is  entirely 
unknown  to  us,  and  we  can  never  perceive  it  as  an 
object,  for  such  a  cause  would  have  to  l>e  represented 
neither  in  space  nor  in  time,  which  are  conditions  of 
sensuous  repreBantfttiaOfl  only,  and  without  which  we 
cannot  conceive  any  intuition.  We  may,  however,  call 
that  purely  intelligible  cause  of  phenomena  in  gene- 
ml.  the  transcendental  in  order  that  we  may 

have  something  which  corresponds  to  sensibility  as  a 
kind  of  receptivity.     We  may  ascrilte  to  that  tran- 

Bomdenta]  object  the  whole  exteni  and  connection  of 

all  our  possible  perceptions,  and  we  may  say  that  it 
is  given  by  itself  antecedently  to  all  experience. 
Phenomena  however  are  given  accordingly,  not  by 
themselves,  but  in  experience  only,  because  they  are 
mere  representations  which  as  perceptions  [p.  495] 
only,  signify  a  real  object,  provided  that  the  percep- 
tion is  connected  with  all  others,  according  to  the  rules 
of  unity  in  experience      T  may  say  that  the 

real  things  of  time  past  are  given  in  the  transcendental 
object  of  experience,  but  they  only  are  objects  to  me, 
and  real  in  time  past,  00  the  supposition  that.  I  con 
ceive  that  a  regressive  series  ..f  possible  perceptions 
I  whether  by  the  light  of  history,  or  by  the  vestiges 
■  s  and  effects),  in  one  word,  the  course  of  the 
world,  leads,  according  to  empirical  laws,  to  a  past 
series  of  time,  as  a  condition  of  the  present  time. 
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It  is  therefore  represented  as  real,  not  by  itsell 
in  connection  with  a  possible  experience,  so  that  all 
past  events  from  time  imin>tm>rial  and  before  my 
own  existence  meau  after  all  nothing  but  the  possi- 
bility of  an  extension  of  the  chain  of  experience, 
beginning  with  present  perception  and  leading  up- 
wards to  the  conditions  which  determine  it  in  time. 

If  therefore  I  represent  to  myself  all  existing 
objects  of  the  senses,  at  all  times  and  in  all  spaces, 
I  do  n-.t  (iluce  them  More  t-x j >■  :  i.  nee  into  spare,  and 
time,  but  the  whole  representation  is  nothing  but 
the  idea  of  a  possible  experience,  in  its  absolute 
completeness  In  that  alone  those  objects  (which 
:nv  ii"thing  hut  mere  representations)  are  [p,  » -.'•  | 
given ;  and  if  we  say  that  they  exist  before  my  whole 
experience,  this  only  means  that  they  exist  in  that 
part  of  experience  to  which,  starting  from  perception, 
I  have  first  to  advance.  The  cause  of  the  empirical 
conditions  of  that  progress  and  why  I  meet,  or  bow 
far  I  meet  with  certain  members  in  that  regressus,  is 
transcendental,  and  therefore  entirely  unknown  to  me. 
But  that  cause  does  not  concern  us,  but  only  the  rule 
of  the  progress  of  experience,  in  which  objects,  namely 
phenomena,  are  given  to  me.  In  the  cud  it  is  just  the 
same  whether  I  say,  that  in  the  empirical  progress  in 
space  I  may  meet  with  stars  a  hundred  times  more 
distant  than  the  most  distant  which  I  Bee,  or  whether 
I  say  that  such  stars  are  perhaps  to  be  met  with  in 
space,  though  no  human  being  did  ever  or  will  ever 
see  them.  For  though,  as  things  by  themselves,  they 
might  bo  given  without  any  relation  to  possible  ex- 
perience, they  are  nothing  to  me,  and  therefore  no 
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objects,  unless  they  can  be  comprehended  in  the 
scries  of  the  empirical  rcgressus.  Only  in  another 
relation,  when  namely  these  phenomena  are  meant 
to  be  used  for  the  cosmological  idea  of  an  absolute 
whole,  and  when  wa  have  to  deal  with  a  question 
that  goes  beyond  the  limits  of  possible  experience 
the  distinction  of  the  mode  in  which  tin-  reality  of 
those  objects  of  the  senses  is  taken  be-  [p.  497] 
comes  of  importance,  in  order  to  guard  against  a 
deceptive  error  that  would  inevitably  arise  from  a 
misinterpretation  of  our  own  empirical  concepts. 


THK  ANTINOMY  OF  ITKK  KliASON. 

Section  VII. 

Critical  solution  of  the  Conflict  of  Reason  with  m/. 
to  the  Cosmological  Problem. 

The  whole  antinomy  of  pure  reason  rests  on  the 
dialectical  argument  that,  if  the  conditioned  is  giyi  n, 
the  whole  series  of  conditions  also  is  given.  As 
therefore  the  objects  of  the  senses  are  given  us  as 
conditioned,  it  follows,  etc.  Through  this  argument, 
the  major  of  which  seems  so  natural  and  self-evident, 
cosmological  ideas  have  been  introduced  correspond- 
ing in  number  to  the  difference  of  conditions  (in  the 
synthesis  of  phenomena)  which  constitute  a  series. 
These  cosmological  ideas  postulate  the  absolute 
totality  of  those  series,  and  thus  place  reason  in 
inevitable  contradiction  with  itself.  Before  however 
show  what  is  deceptive  in  this  sophistical  argu- 
ment, we  must  prepare  ourselves  for  it  by  correcting 
and  defining  certain  concepts  occurring  in  it. 
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Firri,  the  following  proposition  is  clear  and  admits 
of  no  doubt,  that  if  the  conditioned  is  given,  it  im- 
poses on  us  the  regreaaus  in  the  situs  .if  all  [p.498] 
conditions  of  it ;  for  it  follows  from  the  very  concept 
of  (he  conditioned  that  through  it  something  is  re- 
ferred to  a  condition,  and,  if  that  condition  is  again 
conditioned,  to  a  more  distant  condition,  and  so  on 
through  all  the  members  of  the  series.  This  pro- 
position is  really  analytical,  and  need  not  fear  any 
transcendental  criticism.  It  i«  a  logical  postulate  of 
reason  to  follow  up  through  the  understanding,  as 
far  as  possible,  that  connection  of  a  concept  with 
its  conditions,  wliicli  is  inherent  in  the  concept 
itself. 

Further,  if  the  conditioned  as  well  as  its  con- 
ditions are  things  by  themselves,  then,  if  tbe  former 
be  given,  the  regrussus  to  the  latter  is  not  only 
rajuircd,  but  is  really  given  :  and  as  this  applies  to 
all  the  members  of  the  series,  the  complete  scries  of 
conditions  and  with  it  the  unconditioned  also  is  given, 
or  rather  it  is  assumed  that  the  conditioned,  which 
was  possible  through  that  series  only,  is  given,  fit  re 
the  synthesis  of  the  conditioned  with  its  condition 
is  a  synthesis  of  the  understanding  only,  which  re- 
presents things  an  they  are,  without  asking  whether 
and  how  we  can  arrive  at  the  knowledge  of  them. 
But  if  I  have  to  deal  with  phenomena,  which,  as 
men  representations,  are  not  given  at  all,  unless 
I  attain  to  a  knowledge  of  them  (that  is,  [p. 499] 
to  the  phenomena  themselves,  for  they  are  nothing 
but  empirical  knowledge),  then  I  cannot  say  in  the 
same  sense  that,  if  the  conditioned  is  given,  all  its 
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conditions  (as  phenomena)  arc  also  given,  and  can 
therefore  by  no  means  conclude  the  absolute  totality 

ot'  tin'  series.      For  I'henonma  in  their  ;ippi  ehension 

are  themselves  nothing  but  an  empirical  synthesis 
(in  space  and  time),  and  are  given  therefore  in  Otpt 
synthesis  only.  Now  it  follows  by  no  means  that,  if 
the  conditioned  (as  phenomenal)  is  given,  the  syn- 
thesis also  that  constitutes  its  empirical  condition 
should  thereby  be  given  at  the  same  time  and  pre- 
supposed ;  for  this  takes  place  in  the  regressus  only, 
and  never  without  it  What  we  may  say  in  such  a 
case  is  this,  that  a  regressus  to  the  conditions,  that 
is,  a  continued  empirical  synthesis  in  that  direction 
is  required,  and  that  conditions  cannot  be  wanting 
that  are  given  through  that  regressus. 

Hence  we  see  that  the  major  of  the  cosmological 
argument  takes  the  conditioned  in  the  transcen- 
dental sense  of  a  pure  category,  while  the  minor 
takes  it  in  the  empirical  sense  of  a  concept  of  the 
understanding,  referring  to  mere  phenomena,  so  that 
it  contains  that  dialectical  deceit  which  is  called 
Sophisma  figurse  dictionis.  That  deceit  how-  [p.  500.] 
ever  is  not  artificial,  but  a  perfectly  natural  illusion  of 
our  common  reason.  It  is  owing  to  it  that,  in  the 
major,  we  presuppose  the  conditions  and  their  series  as 
it  were  on  trust,  if  anything  is  given  as  conditioned, 
because  this  is  no  more  than  the  logical  postulate 
to  assume  complete  premisses  for  any  given  con- 
clusion. Nor  does  there  exist  in  the  connection  of 
the  conditioned  with  its  condition  any  order  of  time, 
but  they  are  presupposed  in  themselves  as  given 
together.     It  is  equally  natural   also  iu  the  minor 
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to  look  on  phenomena  as  things  by  themselves  and  as 
objects  given  to  the  understanding  only  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  the  major,  as  n<>  aeeount  was  taken  of  all 
the  conditions  of  intuition  under  which  alone  objects 
080  I >e  given.     But  there  is  an  important  distinction 
between  these  concepts,  which  has  been  oviil"knl 
/  The  synthesis  of  the  conditioned  with  its  condition, 
and  the  whole  series  of  conditions  in  the  major,  was  in 
no  way  limited  hy  time,  and  was  free  from  any  con- 
cept of  succession.     The  empirical  synthesis,  on  the 
contrary,  and  the  series  of  conditions  in  phenomena, 
1  which  was  subsumed  in  the  minor,  is  necessarily  suc- 
•  cessive  and  given  as  such  in  time  only.     Therefore  I 
/had  no  right  to  assume  the  absolute  totality  of  the  syn- 
'  thesis  and  of  the  series  represented  by  it  in  this  case 
as  well  as  in  the  former.     For  in  the  former  all  the 
members  of  the  series  are  given  by  themselves  (with- 
out determination  in  time),  while  here  they  are  pos- 
sible through  the  successive  regressus  only,     [p.  501] 
which  cannot  exist  unless  it  is  actually  carried  out. 

After  convicting  them  of  such  a  mistake  in  the 
argument  adopted  by  both  parties  as  the  foundation 
of  their  cosmological  assertions,  both  might  justly 
be  dismissed  as  not  being  able  to  produce  any  good 
title  in  support  of  their  claims.  But  even  thus 
their  quarrel  is  not  yet  ended,  as  if  it  had  been 
proved  that  both  parties,  or  one  of  them,  were 
wrong  in  the  matter  contended  for,  though  they 
had  failed  to  support  it  by  valid  proof.  Nothing 
seems  clearer  than  that,  if  one  maintains  that  the 
world  has  a  beginning,  and  the  other  that  it  has 
no  beginning,  but  exists  from  all  eternity,  one   or 
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the  other  must  be  right.  But  though  this  be  so, 
yet  as  the  arguments  on  both  sides  are  equally  clear, 
it  remains  still  impossible  ever  to  find  out  on  which 
side  the  truth  lies,  and  the  suit  continues,  although 
both  parties  have  been  ordered  to  keep  the  peace 
before  the  tribunal  of  reason.  Nothing  remains 
therefore  in  order  to  settle  the  quarrel  once  for  all, 
and  to  the  satisfaction  of  both  parties,  but  to  con- 
vince them  that,  though  tlu-y  can  refute  each  other 
so  eloquently,  they  are  really  quarrelling  about  no- 
thing, and  that  a  certain  transcendental  illusion  has 
mocked  them  with  a  reality  where  no  reality  [p.  5°»] 
exists.  We  shall  now  enter  upon  this  way  of  ad- 
justing a  dispute,  wliich  cannot  be  abjudicated. 
***** 

The  Kleatie  philosopher  Zeno,  a  subtle  dialectician, 
was  severely  reprimanded  by  Plato  as  a  heedless 
Sophist  who,  in  order  to  display  his  skill,  would 
prove  a  proposition  by  plausible  arguments  and 
subvert  the  same  immediately  afterwards  by  argu- 
ments equally  strong.  He  maintained,  for  instance, 
that  God  (which  to  him  was  probably  nothing  more 
than  the  universe)  is  neither  finite  nor  infinite,  nei- 
ther in  motion  nor  at  rest,  neither  similar  nor  dis- 
similar to  any  other  thing.  It  seemed  to  his  critics 
as  if  ho  had  intended  to  deny  completely  both  of 
the  two  self-contradictory  propositions.  But  1  do 
not  think  that  he  can  l>e  rightly  charged  with  this. 

\\v  -li.iil  praMPtly  consider  the  first  of  then  pro- 

positions  more  carefully.  With  regard  to  the  others, 
if  by  the  word  God  he  meant  the  universe,  he  could 
not  but  say  that  it  is  neither  permanently  present 
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in  its  place  (at  rest)  nor  that  it  changes  it  (in  motion) 
because  all  places  exist  in  the  universe  only,  while 
the  universe  exists  in  no  place.  If  the  universe 
comprehends  in  itself  even-thing  that  exists,  it 
follows  that  it  cannot  be  similar  or  dissimilar  to 
other  thing,  because  there  is  no  other  thing  beside 
it  with  which  it  could  be  compared.  If  two  [p.  503] 
opposite  judgments  presuppose  an  inadmissible  con- 
dition, they  both,  in  spite  of  their  contradiction 
(which  however  is  no  real  contradiction),  fall  to  the 
ground,  because  the  condition  fails  under  which  alone 
either  of  the  propositions  was  meant  to  be  valid. 

If  somebody  were  to  say  that  every  body  has 
either  a  good  or  a  bad  smell,  a  third  case  is  possible, 
namely,  that  it  has  no  smell  at  all,  in  which  case 
both  contradictory  propositions  would  be  false.  If 
I  say  that  it  is  either  good  smelling  or  not  good 
smelling  (vel  suaveolens  vel  non  suaveolens),  in  that 
case  the  two  judgments  are  contradictory,  and  the 
former  only  is  wrong,  while  its  contradictory  oppo- 
site, namely,  that  some  bodies  are  not  good  smelling, 
comprehends  those  bodies  also  which  have  no  smell 
at  all.  In  the  former  opposition  (per  disparata)  the 
contingent  condition  of  the  concept  of  a  body  (smell) 
still  remained  in  the  contradictory  judgment  and  was 
not  eliminated  by  it,  so  that  the  latter  could  not  be 
called  the  contradictory  opposite  of  the  former. 

If  I  say  therefore  that  the  world  is  either  infinite 
in  spur  •  or  is  not  infinite  (non  est  infinitus),  then,  if 
the  former  proposition  is  wrong,  its  contradictory 
opposite,  that  the  world  is  not  infi  lite,  must  be  true. 
I  should  thus  onlv  eliminate  an  infinite  world  with- 
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out  affirming  another,  namely  the  finite.  But  [p.  5°*] 
if  I  had  said,  the  world  is  either  infinite  or  finite 
(not  infinite),  both  statements  may  be  false.  Fur 
I  then  look  upon  the  world,  as  by  itself,  determined 
in  regard  to  its  extent,  and  I  do  not  only  eliminate 
in  the  opposite  statement  the  infinity  and  with  it. 
it  may  be,  its  whole  independent  existence,  but  I 
add  a  determination  to  the  world  as  a  thing  ex- 
isting by  itself,  which  may  be  false,  because  the  world 
may  not  be  a  thing  by  itself,  and  therefore,  with 
regard  to  extension,  neither  infinite  nor  finite.  This 
kind  of  opposition  T  may  be  allowed  to  call  dialec- 
tical, that  of  real  contradiction,  the  analytical  oppo- 
sition. Thus  then  of  two  judgments  opposed  to 
each  other  dialectically  both  may  be  false,  liecause 
the  one  does  not  only  contradict  the  other,  but  says 
something  more  than  is  requisite  for  a  contradic- 
tion. 

If  we  regard  the  two  statements  that  the  world 
is  infinite  in  extension,  and  that  the  world  is  finite 
in  extension,  as  contradictory  opposites,  we  assume 
that  the  world  (the  whole  series  of  phenomena)  is  a 
thing  by  itself;  for  it  remains,  whether  I  remove  the 
infinite  or  the  finite  regressns  in  the  series  of  it« 
phenomena.  But  if  we  remove  this  supposition,  or 
this  transcendental  illusion,  and  deny  that  it  is  a 
thing  by  itself,  then  the  contradictory  oppo-  [p.  505] 
sition  of  the  two  statements  Incomes  purely  dia- 
lectical, and  as  the  world  does  not  exist  by  itself 
(independently  of  the  regressive  series  of  my  repre- 
sentations), it  exists  neither  lis  a  whole  by  it." If 
infinite,  nor  as  a  whole  hy  itself  finite.     It  exists 


438 


TKANSi  KSDKNTAI.    DIALECTIC. 


only  in  the  empirical  regressus  in  the  series  of  phe- 
nomena, and  nowhere  by  itself.  Hence,  if  that  scries 
is  always  conditioned,  it  can  never  exist  as  complete, 
;iul  the  world  is  therefore  not  a  conditioned  whole, 
and  does  not  exist  as  such,  either  with  infinite  or 
finite  extension 

What  has  here  been  said  of  the  first  cosmological 
idea,  namely,  that  of  the  absolute  totality  of  exten- 
sion in  phenomena,  applies  to  the  othew  also.  The 
series  of  conditions  is  to  be  found  only  in  the  re- 
gressive synthesis  itself,  never  as  a  phenomenon  or 
as  an  independent  thing,  existing  prior  to  every  re- 
greseus.  llenco  I  shall  have  to  say  that  the  num- 
ber of  parts  in  any  given  phenomenon  is  by  itself 
neither  finite  nor  infinite,  because  a  phenomenon 
does  not  exist  by  itself,  and  its  parts  are  only  found 
through  the  regressus  of  the  decomposing  synthesis 
through  and  in  the  regressus,  mid  that  regressus 
can  never  be  given  as  absolutely  complete,  whether 
as  finite  or  as  infinite.  The  same  applies  to  the 
series  of  causes,  one  being  prior  to  the  other,  and  to 
the  series  leading  from  conditioned  to  unconditioned 
necessary  existence,  wLieli  ran  never  be  re-  [i>.  .500] 
garded  either  by  itself  finite  in  its  totality  or  in- 
finite, because,  as  a  series  of  subordinated  represen- 
tations, it  forms  a  dynamical  regressus  only,  and  can- 
not exist  prior  to  it,  as  a  self-subsistent  series  of  things, 
or  bv  itself. 

The  antinomy  of  pure  reason  with  regard  to  its 
co8mological  ideas  is  removed  by  showing  that  it  is 
dialectical  only,  and  a  conflict  of  an  illusion  produced 
by  our  applying  the  idea  of  absolute  totality,  which 
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exists  only  as  a  condition  of  things  by  tin BXi •-■  -l\ ■  •-. 
to  phenomena,  which  exist  in  our  representation  only, 
:nnl  if  they  form  a  series,  in  the  successive  regres- 
sus,  but  nowhere  else.  We  may,  however,  on  the 
other  side,  derive  from  that  antinomy  a  true,  if  not 
dogmatical,  at  least  critical  and  doctrinal  advantage, 
namelv,  by  proving  through  it  indirectly  the  transcen- 
dental ideality  of  phenomena,  in  case  anybody  should 
not  have  been  satisfied  by  the  direct  proof  given  in 
the  transcendental  ./Esthriir.  The  proof  would  con- 
sist in  the  following  dilemma.  If  the  world  is  a  whole 
existing  by  itself,  it  is  either  finite  or  infinite.  Now 
the  former  as  well  as  the  latter  proposition  is  false, 
as  has  been  shown  by  the  proofs  given  in  the  an- 
tithesis ou  one  and  in  the  thesis  on  the  other  side, 
It  is  false  therefore  that  the  world  (the  sum  total  of 
all  phenomena)  is  a  whole  existing  by  itself,  [p.  507] 
Hence  it  follows  that  phenomena  in  general  are 
nothing  outside  our  representations,  which  was  what 
we  mean  by  their  transcendental  ideality. 

This  remark  is  of  somo  importance,  because  it 
shows  that  our  proofs  of  the  fourfold  antinomy  were 
not  mere  sophistry,  but  honest  and  correct,  always 
ondex  the  (wrong)  supposition  that  phenomena,  or  a 
world  of  sense  which  comprehends  them  all,  are  tilings 
by  themselves.  The  conflict  of  the  conclusions  drawn 
from  this  shows,  however,  that  there  is  a  flaw  in  the 
supposition,  and  thus  leads  us  to  the  discovery  of  the 
true  nature  of  things,  as  objects  of  the  senses.  This 
transcendental  Dialectic  therefore  does  ool  favour 
scepticism,  but  only  the  sceptical  method,  which  can 
point  to  it  as  an  example  of  its  great  utility,  if  we 
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allow  the  arguments  of  reason  to  fight  against  each 
other  with  perfect  freedom,  from  which  something 
uHfful  and  serviceable  for  the  correction  of  our  judg- 
ments will  always  result,  though  it  may  not  be 
always  that  which  we  were  looking  for. 

THE  ANTINOMY  OF  PURE  REASON,     [p.  508] 
Skitios  VIII. 

The  regulative  Principle  of  Pure  Reason  with  regard 
to  the  Comnulogical  Ideas. 

As  through  the  cosmological  principle  of  totality 
no  real  maximum  \b  given  of  the  series  of  conditions  in 
the  world  of  sense,  as  a  thing  by  itself,  hut  can  only 
be  required  in  the  regressus  of  that  series,  that 
principle  of  pure  reason,  if  thus  amended,  still  retains 
its  validity,  not  indeed  as  an  axiom,  requiring  us 
to  think  the  totality  in  the  object  as  real,  but  as  a 
prill, „>  of  tin-  understanding,  and  therefi.re  for  the 
subject,  encouraging  us  to  undertake  and  to  continue, 
according  to  the  completeness  in  the  idea,  the  re- 
gressus in  the  series  of  conditions  of  anything  given 
as  conditioned.  In  our  sensibility,  that  is,  in  space 
and  time,  every  condition  which  we  can  reach  in 
examining  given  phenomena  is  again  conditioned, 
because  these  phenomena  are  not  objects  by  them- 
selves, in  which  something  absolutely  unconditioned 
might  possibly  exist,  but  empirical  representations 
only,  which  always  have  their  condition  in  intuition, 
whereby  they  are  determined  in  space  and  time. 
The  principle  of  reason  is  therefore  properly  a  rule 
only,  which  in  the  series  of  conditions  of  [p.  509] 
given   phenomena  postulates  a  regressus  which  is 
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never  allowed  to  stop  at  anything  absolutely 
unconditioned.  It  is  therefore  no  principle  of  the 
possibility  of  experience  and  of  the  empirical  know- 
ledge of  the  objects  of  the  senses,  and  not  therefore 
a  principle  of  the  understanding,  because  every  ex- 
perience is  (according  to  a  given  intuition)  within 
its  limits ;  nor  is  it  a  constitutive  principle  of  reason, 
enabling  us  to  extend  the  concept  of  the  world  of 
sense  beyond  all  possible  experience,  but  it  is  merely 
;i  principle  of  the.  greatest  possible  continuation  and 
extension  of  our  experience,  allowing  no  empirical 
limit  to  be  taken  as  an  absolute  limit.  It  is  there- 
fore a  principle  of  reason,  which,  as  a  rule,  postulates 
what  we  ought  to  do  in  .the  regressus,  but  does  not 
antieipaU  what  may  be  given  in  the  oliject,  l>efore 
such  regressus.  I  therefore  call  it  a  regulo/in  prin- 
ciple of  reason,  while,  on  the  contrary,  the  principle 
of  the  absolute  totality  of  the  series  of  conditions,  as 
given  in  the  object  (the  phenomena)  by  itself,  would 
be  a  constitutive  cosmological  principle,  the  hollowness 
of  which  I  have  tried  to  indicate  by  this  very  dis- 
tinction, thus  preventing  what  otherwise  would  have 
inevitably  happened  (through  a  transcendental  surrep- 
titious proceeding),  namely  an  idea,  which  is  to  serve 
as  a  rule  only,  being  invested  with  objective  reality. 

In  order  properly  to  determine  the  meaning  of 
this  rule  of  pure  reason  it  should  be  remarked,  first 
of  all,  that  it  cannot  tell  us  what  the  object  is,  [p.  s«o] 
but  only  how  the  en  I  regratus  i*  to  be  carri',1 

out,  in  order  to  arrive  at  the  complete  concept  of  the 
object.  If  we  attempted  the  first,  it  would  become 
a  constitutive   principle,  such  as   pure  reason  can 
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never  supply.  It  cannot  therefore  be  our  intention 
to  say  through  this  principle,  that  a  series  of  CO 
ditions  of  something,  given  as  conditioned,  is  by 
itself  either  finite  or  infinite ;  for  in  that  case  a  mere 
idea  of  absolute  totality,  produced  in  itself  only, 
would  represent  in  thought  an  object  such  as  can 
never  be  given  in  experience,  and  an  objective  reality, 
independent  of  empirical  synthesis,  would  have  been 
attributed  to  a  series  of  phenomena.  This  idea  of 
reason  can  therefore  do  no  more  than  prescribe  a 
rule  to  the  regressive  synthesis  in  the  series  of  con- 
ditions, according  to  which  that  synthesis  is  to  ad- 
vance from  the  conditioned,  tlu-ough  all  subordinate 
conditions,  towards  the  unconditioned,  though  it  can 
never  reach  it,  for  the  absolutely  unconditioned  can 
never  be  met  with  in  experience. 

To  this  end  it  is  necessary,  first  of  all,  to  define 
accurately  the  synthesis  of  a  series,  so  far  as  it  never 
is  complete.  People  are  in  the  habit  of  using  for  this 
purpose  two  expressions  which  are  meant  to  estab- 
lish a  difference,  though  they  are  unable  clearly  to 
define  the  ground  of  the  distinction.  Mathematicians 
speak  only  of  a  jirogressus  in  infinitum.  Those  who 
enquire  into  concepts  (philosophers)  will  admit  [p.  511] 
instead  the  expression  of  ;t  jii-uyn-ssus  in  iinlcjinitum 
only.  Without  losing  any  time  in  the  examination 
of  the  reasons  which  may  have  suggested  such  a 
distinction,  and  of  its  useful  or  useless  application, 
I  shall  at  once  endeavour  to  define  these  concepts 
accurately  for  my  own  purpose. 

Of  a  straight  line  it  can  be  said  correctly  that  it 
may  be  produced  to  infinity  ;  and  here  the  distinction 
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between  an  infinite  and  an  indefinite  progress  (pro- 
yressu$  in  indefinitum)  would  be  mere  subtilty.  No 
doubt,  if  we  are  told  to  carry  on  a  line,  it  would  be 
more  correct  to  add  in  indefinitum,  t ban  in  infinitum, 
because  the  former  meaus  no  more  Uian,  produce  it 
as  far  as  you  wish,  but  the  second,  you  shall  never 
cease  producing  it  (which  can  never  be  intended). 
Nevertheless,  if  we  speak  only  of  what  is  possible, 
the  former  expression  is  quite  correct,  because  we 
can  always  make  it  longer,  if  we  like,  without  end. 
The  same  applies  in  all  cases  where  we  speak  only 
of  the  progressus,  that  is,  from  the  condition  to  the 
conditioned,  for  such  progress  proceeds  in  the  series 
of  phenomena  without  end.  From  a  given  pair  of 
parents  we  may,  in  the  descending  line  of  generation, 
proceed  without  end,  and  conceive  quite  well  that 
that  line  should  so  continue  in  the  world.  For  here 
reason  never  requires  an  absolute  totality  of  [p.  51*] 
the  series,  because  it  is  not  presupposed  as  a  con- 
dition, and  as  it  were  given  (dstom),  but  only  as 
something  conditioned,  that  is  capable  oidy  of  l>eing 
given  (dabile).  and  can  be  added  to  without  end. 

The  case  is  totally  different  with  the  problem, 
how  for  the  regressus  from  something  given  as  con- 
ditioned may  ascend  in  a  series  to  its  conditions; 
whether  I  may  call  it  a  regre*»u»  into  the  infinite,  or 
only  into  the  indefinite  (in  indefinitum) ;  and  whether 
I  may  ascend,  for  instance,  from  the  men  now  living, 
through  the  series  of  their  ancestors,  in  infinitum ;  or 
whether  I  may  only  6ay  that,  so  far  as  I  havo  gone 
back,  I  have  never  met  with  an  empirical  ground  for 
considering  the  series  limited  anywhere,  so  that  I 
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feel  justified,  and  at  the  same  time  obliged  to  search 
for  ever)'  ancestor,  though  not  to  presuppose  them. 

I  say,  therefore,  that  where  the  whole  is  given  in 
empirical  intuition,  the  regressus  in  the  series  of  its 
internal  conditions  proceeds  in  infinitum,  while  if  a 
member  only  of  a  series  is  given,  from  which  the 
regressus  to  the  absolute  totality  has  first  to  be 
carried  out,  the  regressus  is  only  in  in-  [p.  5*3] 
definitum.  Thus  we  must  Bay  that  the  division  of 
matter,  as  given  between  its  limits  (a  body),  goes  on 
in  infinitum,  because  that  matter  is  complete  and 
therefore,  with  all  its  possible  parts,  given  in  em- 
pirical intuition.  As  the  condition  of  that  whole 
consists  in  its  part^  and  the  condition  of  that  part 
in  the  part  of  that  part  and  so  on,  and  as  in  this 
regressus  of  decomposition  we  never  meet  with  an 
unconditioned  (indivisible)  member  of  that  series  of 
conditions,  there  is  nowhere  an  empirical  ground  for 
stopping  the  division ;  nay,  the  further  members  of 
that  continued  division  are  themselves  empirically 
given  before  the  continuation  of  the  division,  and 
therefore  the  division  goes  on  in  infinitum.  The 
series  of  ancestors,  on  the  contrary,  of  any  given 
man,  exists  nowhere  in  its  absolute  totality,  in  any 
possible  experience,  while  the  regressus  goes  on  from 
every  link  in  the  generation  to  a  higher  one,  so  that 
no  empirical  limit  can  be  found  which  should  re- 
present a  link  as  absolutely  unconditioned.  As  how- 
ever the  links  too,  which  might  supply  the  condition, 
do  not  exist  in  the  empirical  intuition  of  the  whole, 
prior  to  the  regressus,  that  regressus  does  not 
proceed  in  infinitum  (by  a  division  of  what  is  given), 


THAN* 


rAi.  niALKcnc. 


445 


but  to  an  indefinite  distance,  in  its  search  for  more 
links  in  addition  to  those  which  are  given,  and  which 
themselves  are  again  always  conditioned  only. 

In  neither  case — the  retjrestm  in  infinitum  [p.514] 
nor  the  regressus  in  indrjin.tttm.  is  the  series  of  con- 
ditions to  be  considered  as  given  as  infinite  in  the  ob- 
ject. They  are  not  things  by  themselves,  but  pheno- 
mena only,  which,  as  conditions  of  each  other,  are  given 
only  in  the  regressus  itself.  Therefore  the  question 
is  no  longer  how  great  this  series  of  conditions  may  be 
by  itself,  whether  finite  or  infinite,  for  it  is  nothing  by 
itself,  but  only  how  we  are  to  carry  out  the  empirical 
regressus,  and  how  fur  we  may  continue  it.  And 
here  wo  Bee  a  very  important  difference  with  regard 
to  the  rule  of  that  progress.  If  the  whole  is  given 
empirically,  it  is  possible  to  go  back  in  the  series  of 
its  conditions  in  infinitum.  But  if  the  whole  is  not 
given,  but  has  first  to  be  given  through  an  empirical 
regressus,  I  can  only  say  that  it  is  possible  to  pro- 
ceed to  still  higher  conditions  of  the  series.  In  the 
former  case  I  could  say  that  more  members  exist 
and  are  empirically  given  thai    I  ch  through 

the  regressus  (of  decomposition) ;  in  the  latter  I  can 
only  say  that  I  may  advance  still  further  in  the 
regressus,  because  no  member  is  empiric  .illy  given  as 
absolutely  unconditioned,  and  a  higher  member  there- 
fore alw.y.  ■  possible,  and  therefore  the  enquiry  for  it 
necessary.  In  the  former  case  it  was  necessary  to 
find  more  members  of  the  series,  in  the  latter  it  is 
necessary  to  enquire  for  more,  because  no  [p.  515] 
experience  is  absolutely  limiting.  For  either  you 
have    no   perception    whieh    absolutely    limits  your 
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empirical  regressus,  and  in  that  case  you  cannot 
consider  that,  regressus  as  complete,  or  you  have  a 
perception  which  limits  your  series,  and  in  that  case 
it  cannot  be  a  part  of  your  finished  series  (because 
what  limits  must  be  different  from  that  which  is 
limited  by  it),  and  you  must  therefore  continue  your 
regressus  to  that  condition  also,  and  so  on  for  ever. 

The  following  section,  by  showing  their  application, 
will  place  these  observations  in  their  proper  light. 

THE  ANTINOMY  OF  PURE  REASON. 

Section  IX. 

Of  the  tHtyirical   use  «f  the    regulative   1  of 

I  {ration  with  regard  to  all  Cosmological  Ideas. 

No  transcendental  use,  as  we  have  shown  on  several 
occasions,  can  be  made  of  the  concepts  either  of 
the  understanding  or  of  reason ;  and  the  absolute 
totality  of  the  series  of  conditions  in  the  world  of 
sense  is  due  entirely  to  a  transcendental  use  of 
reason,  which  demands  this  unconditioned  complete- 
ness from  what  it  presupposes  as  a  thing  by  itself. 
As  no  such  thing  by  itself  is  contained  in  [p.  5'6] 
the  world  of  sense,  we  can  never  speak  again  of  the 
absolute  quantity  of  different  series  in  it,  whether 
they  be  limited  or  in  themselves  unlimited ;  but  the 
question  can  only  be,  how  far,  in  the  empirical  re- 
gressus, we  may  go  back  in  tracing  experience  to  ita 
conditions,  in  order  to  stop,  according  to  the  rule  of 
reason,  at  no  other  answer  of  its  questions  but  such 
as  is  iu  accordance  with  the  object. 

What  therefore  remains  to  us  is  only  the  validity 
of  tin  principle  of  reason,  as  a  rule  for  the  continuation 
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and  for  the  extent  of  a  possible  experience,  after  its 
invalidity,  as  a  constitutive  principle  of  phenomena 
by  themselves,  has  been  mtly  established.    It" 

have  clearly  established  that  invalidity,  the  conflict 
of  reason  with  itself  will  be  entirely  finished,  because 
not  only  1ms  the  illusion  which  led  to  that  conflict 
been  removed  through  critical  analysis,  but  in  its 
place  the  sense  in  which  reason  agrees  with  iLself 
and  the  misapprehension  of  which  was  the  only 
cause  of  conflict,  has  been  clearly  exhibited,  and  a 
principle  formerly  dialectical  changed  into  a  doctrinal 
one.  In  fact,  if  that  principle,  according  to  its  sub- 
jective meaning,  can  be  proved  fit  to  determine  the 
greatest  possible  use  of  the  understanding  in  ex- 
perience, as  adequate  to  its  objects,  this  would  be 
the  same  as  if  it  determined,  as  an  axiom,  [p.  517] 
(which  is  impossible  from  pure  reason)  the  objects 
themselves  a  priori:  for  this  also  could  not,  with 
reference  to  the  object  of  experience,  exercise  a 
greater  influence  on  the  extension  and  correction  of 
our  knowledge,  than  proving  itself  efficieut  in  the 
most  extensive  use  of  our  understanding,  as  applied 
to  experience. 

I. 

Solution  of  the  Cosmoloyical  Idea  of  the  totality  of  the 
composition  of  phenomena  in  an  universe. 

Here,  as  well  as  in  the  other  cosmological  problems, 
the  regulative  principle  of  reason  is  founded  on  the 
proposition  that,  in  the  empirical  regressus,  no  «e» 
ptrima  of  an  ofcwftrti  Unit,  tbil  is,  of  any  ooodition 

as  such,  which  empirically  is  absolutely  unconditioned, 
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can  exist.  The  ground  of  this  is  that  such  an  ex- 
perience would  contain  a  limitation  of  phenomena  by 
nothing  or  by  the  void,  on  which  the  continued  re- 
gressus  by  means  of  experience  must  abut ;  and  this 
is  impossible. 

This  proposition,  which  says  that  in  an  empirical 
regressus  I  can  only  arrive  at  the  condition  which 
itself  must  be  considered  empirically  con-  [p.  518] 
ditioned,  contains  the  rule  in  terminia,  that  however 
far  I  may  have  reached  in  the  ascending  aeries,  I 
must  always  enquire  for  a  still  higher  member  of 
that  series,  whether  it  be  known  to  me  by  experience 
or  not. 

For  the  solution  therefore  of  the  first  cosmological 
problem,  nothing  more  is  wanted  than  to  determine 
whether,  in  the  regressus  to  the  unconditioned  ex- 
tension of  the  universe  (in  time  and  in  space),  tins 
nowhere  limited  ascent  is  to  be  called  a  regressus  in 
infinitum,  or  a  regressus  in  indefinitiuu 

The  mere  general  representation  of  the  series  of 
all  past  states  of  the  world,  and  of  the  things  which 
exist  together  in  space,  is  itself  nothing  but  a  possible 
empirical  regressus,  which  I  represent  to  myself, 
though  as  yet  as  indefinite,  and  through  which  alum' 
the  concept  of  such  a  series  of  conditions  of  the  per- 
ception given  to  me  can  arise '.     Now  the  universe 

1  Tliig  cosmical  series  e»n  therefore  be  neither  greater  nor  smaller 
limn  the  possible  empirical  regressus  on  which  aloue  its  coueept 
re.it.->.  And  us  this  cau  give  neither  u  definite  infinite,  nor  11  definite 
finite  (absolutely  limited),  it  becomes  clear  that  wo  cannot  accept 
the  quantity  of  the  world,  either  us  finite  or  ax  infinite,  because  the 
rogrcwius  (by  which  it  is  represented)  admits  of  ueithcr  the  one  nor 
the  other. 
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exists  for  me  as  a  concept  only,  and  never  [p.  5 '9] 
(as  a  whole)  as  an  intuition.  Hence  I  cannot  from 
its  quantity  conclude  the  quantity  of  the  regressus, 
and  determine  the  one  by  the  other ;  but  I  must 
first  frame  to  myself  a  concept  of  the  quantity  of 
the  world  through  the  quantity  of  the  empirical  re- 
gressus. Of  this,  however,  I  never  know  anything 
more  than  that,  empirically,  I  must  go  on  from 
every  given  member  of  the  series  of  conditions  to  a 
higher  and  more  distant  member.  Hence  the  quan- 
tity of  the  whole  of  phenomena  is  not  absolutely 
determined,  and  we  cannot  say  therefore  that  it  is 
a  regressus  in  infinitum,  because  this  woidd  anticipate 
the  members  which  the  regressus  has  not  yet  reached, 
and  represent  its  number  as  so  large  that  no  empirical 
synthesis  could  ever  reach  it.  It  would  therefore 
(though  negatively  only)  determine  the  quantity  of 
the  world  prior  to  the  regressus,  which  is  impossible, 
because  it  is  not  given  to  me  by  any  intuition  (in  its 
totality),  so  that  its  quantity  cannot  be  giveu  prior 
to  the  regressus.  Hence  we  cannot  say  anything  of 
the  quantity  or  extension  of  the  world  by  itself,  not 
even  that  there  is  in  it  a  regressus  in  infinitum  ;  but 
we  must  look  for  the  concept  of  its  quantity  according 
to  the  rule  that  determines  the  empirical  regressus 
in  it.  This  ride,  however,  Hays  no  more  than  that, 
however  far  we  may  have  got  in  the  series  of  em- 
pirical conditions,  we  ought  never  to  assume  an  ab- 
solute limit,  but  subordinate  every  pheno-  [p.  6*0] 
inenon,  as  conditioned,  to  another,  as  its  condition, 
and  that  we  must  proceed  further  to  that  condition. 
This  is  the  regressus  in  indetinitum  which,  as  it  fixes 
VOL.  11.  o  g 
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no  quantity  in  the  object,  can  clearly  enough  be  dis- 
tinguished from  the  regressus  in  infinitum. 

I  caand  bbj  therefore  khat>aa  to  buns  pud  at  m  ta 

space,  the  world  is  infinite.  For  such  a  concept  of 
quantity,  as  a  given  infinity,  is  empirical,  and  there- 
fore, with  reference  to  the  world  as  an  object  of  thu 
senses,  absolutely  impossible.  Nor  shall  I  say  that 
the  regres8us,  beginning  with  a  given  perception,  and 
going  on  to  everything  that  limits  it,  as  a  series 
both  in  space  and  in  time  post,  goes  on  in  infinitum, 
1mv. him  tliis  would  presuppose  an  infinite  quantity 
of  the  world.  Nor  can  I  say  again  that  it  is  /fa 
for  the  absolute  limit  is  likewise  empirically  im- 
possible. Hence  it  follows  that  I  shall  not  bo  able 
to  say  anything  of  the  whole  object  of  experience 
(the  world  of  sense),  but  only  of  the  ride,  according 
to  which  experience  can  take  place  and  be  continued 
in  accordance  with  its  object. 

/  To  the  cosmological  question,  therefore,  respecting 
/the  quantity  of  the  world,  the  first   and   negative 
I  answer  is,  that  the  world  has  no  first  beginning  in 
time,  and  no  extreme  limit  in  space. 

For,  in  the  contrary  case,  the  world  would  be 
limited  by  empty  time  and  empty  space.  As  [p.  521] 
however,  as  a  phenomenon,  it  cannot,  by  itself,  be 
either, — a  phenomenon  not  being  a  thing  by  itself, 
— we  should  have  to  admit  the  perception  of  a  li- 
mitation by  means  of  absolute  empty  time  or  empty 
space,  by  which  these  limits  of  the  world  could  U 
given  in  a  possible  experience.  Such  an  experience, 
however,  would  be  perfectly  void  of  contents,  and 
therefore  impossible.    Consequently  an  absolute  limit 
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of  the  world  is  impossible  empirically,  and  there- 
fore absolutely  also'. 

From  this  follows  at  the  same  time  the  affirmativ  <■ 
answer,  that  the  regressus  in  the  series  of  the  phe- 
nomena of  the  world,  intended  as  a  determination  of 
the  quantity  of  the  world,  goes  on  in  indefinitum, 
which  is  the  same,  as  if  we  say,  that  the  world  of 
BCTWhan  DO  absolute  quantity,  but  that  the  e rapine*] 

regreaBus  ithrouoh  which  alone  it  ben  be  given  on 
the  side  of  its  conditions)  has  its  own  rule,  namely,  to 
advance  from  everv  member  of  the  series,  aa  con- 
ditioned,  to  a  more  distant  member,  whether  by  our 
own  experience.  or  by  the  guidance  of  history,  [l>.5«] 
or  through  the  chain  of  causes  and  their  effects ;  and 
never  to  dispense  with  the  extension  of  the  possible 
empirical  use  of  tlie  understanding,  this  being  the  pro- 
per and  really  only  task  of  reason  and  its  principles. 

We  do  not  prescril>e  by  this  a  definite  empirical 
regressus  advaucing  without  end  in  a  certain  class 
of  phenomena;  as,  for  instance,  that  from  a  living 
person  one  ought  always  to  ascend  in  a  series  of 
ancestors,  without  ever  expecting  a  first  puir  ;  or,  in 
the  series  of  cosmical  liodies,  without  admitting  in  the 
end  an  extrcmest  sun.  All  that  is  demanded  is  a 
progressus  from  phenomena  to  phenomena,  even  if 

1  It  will  have  been  obaenred  Hint  the  argument  has  here  boeu 
carried  on  in  a  very  different  way  from  the  dogmatical  orgnu 
which  wu  presented  bef<>o\  in  the  i-rtiriwril  of  the  first  antinomy. 
There  we  took  the  world  of  njiimi,  according  i  minon  and 

dogmatieul  view,  aa  a  thing  given  by  itaclf,  in  ita  totality,  ltcfi 
any  regreatus :  and  we  had  denied  to  it,  if  it  did  not  occupy  all  time 
and  all  *pace,  any  place  at  all  in  both.     Hence  the  conclusion  alao 
was  different  from  what  it  is  here,  for  it  went  to  the  real  in: 
of  the  world. 

Og2 
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they  should  not  furnish  us  with  a  real  perception 
(if  it  is  too  weak  in  degree  to  become  experience 
in  our  consciousness),  because  even  thus  they  belong 
to  a  possible  experience. 

Every  beginning  is  in  time,  and  every  limit  of  ex- 
tension in  space.  Space  and  time,  however,  exist  in 
the  world  of  sense  only.  Hence  phenomena  only  are 
limited  in  the  world  conditionally,  the  world  itself, 
however,  is  limited  neither  conditionally  nor  uncon- 
ditionally. 

For  the  same  reason,  and  because  the  world  can 
never  be  given  complete,  and  even  the  series  of  con- 
ditions of  something  given  as  conditioned  cannot,  as 
a  cosmical  series,  be  given  as  complete,  the  concept 
of  the  quantity  of  the  world  can  be  given  through 
the  regressus  only,  and  not  before  it  in  any  [p.  523] 
collective  intuition.  That  regressus,  however,  con- 
sists only  in  the  determining  of  the  quantity,  and  does 
not  give,  therefore,  any  definite  concept,  nor  the  con- 
cept of  any  quantity  which,  with  regard  to  a  certain 
measure,  could  be  called  infinite.  It  does  not  there- 
fore proceed  to  the  infinite  (as  if  given),  but  only  into 
an  indefinite  distance,  in  order  to  give  a  quantity  (of 
experience)  which  has  first  to  be  realised  by  that  very 
regressus. 

II. 

Solution  of  the  Cosmological  Idea  of  the  totality  of 
the  division  of  a  whole  given  in  intuition. 

If  I  divide  a  whole,  given  in  intuition,  I  proceed 
from  the  conditioned  to  the  conditions  of  its  possi- 
bility.   The  division  of  the  parts  (subdivisio  or  de- 
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compositio)  is  a  regressus  in  the  series  of  those  con- 
ditions. The  absolute  totality  of  this  series  could 
only  be  given,  if  the  regressus  could  reach  the  simple 
parts.  But  if  all  parts  in  a  continuously  progressing 
decomposition  are  always  divisible  again,  then  the 
division,  that  is,  the  regressus  from  the  conditioned  to 
its  conditions,  goes  on  in  infinitum  ;  because  the  con- 
ditions (the  parts)  are  contained  in  the  conditioned 
itself,  and  as  that  is  given  as  complete  in  an  [p.  534] 
intuition  enclosed  within  limit*,  are  all  given  with  it. 
The  regressus  must  therefore  not  be  called  a  regressus 
in  indefinitum.such  as  was  alone  allowed  by  the  former 
cosmological  idea,  where  from  the  conditioned  we  had 
to  proceed  to  conditions  outside  it,  and  therefore  not 
given  at  the  same  time  through  it,  but  first  to  be 
added  in  the  empirical  regressua  It  is  not  allowed, 
however,  even  in  the  case  of  a  whole  that  is  divisible 
in  infinitum,  to  say,  that  it  consists  of  infinitely  many 
parts.  For  although  idl  parts  arc  contained  in  the 
intuition  of  the  whole,  yet  the  whole  division  is  not 
OODfttined  in  it,  liecause  it  consists  in  the  continuous 
deo  imposition,  or  in  the  regressus  itself,  which  first 
makes  that  scries  real.  As  this  regressus  is  .infinite, 
all  members  (parts)  at  which  it  arrives,  are  contained, 
no  doubt,  in  the  given  whole  as  aggregates;  but 
not  so  the  whole  series  of  the  division,  which  Is  suc- 
cessively infinite  and  never  complete,  and  cannot, 
therefore,  represent  an  infinite  number,  or  any  com- 
prehension of  it  as  a  whole. 

It  is  easy  to  apply  this  remark  to  space.  Every 
space,  perceived  within  its  limits,  is  such  a  whole  the 
parts  of  which,   in  spite  of  all   decomposition,  are 
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always  spaces  again,  and  therefore  divisible  in  n 
finitum,  [p.  5»5] 

From    this    follows,  quite    naturally,   the   second 

application  to  an   external  phenomenon,  enclosed 

within  its  limits  (body).  The  divisibility  of  this  is 
founded  on  the  divisibility  of  space,  which  consti- 
tutes the  possibility  of  the  body,  as  an  extended 
wlmlc.  This  is  then  &ffl  divisible  in  infinitum,  with- 
out consisting  of  an  infinite  number  of  parts. 

It  might  seem  indeed,  as  a  body  must  be  repre- 
sented :is  :i  substance  in  space,  that,  with  regard  to  the 
law  of  tin-  divisibility  of  space,  it  might  differ  from 
it.  for  we  might  possibly  concede,  that  in  the  latter 
case  decomposition  could  never  do  away  with  all  com- 
position, because  in  that  case  all  space,  which  besides 
has  untiling  independent  of  its  own,  would  cease  to  be 
(which  is  impossible),  while,  even  if  all  composition 
of  matter  should  be  done  away  with  in  thought,  it 
would  not  seem  compatible  with  the  concept  of  a 
substance  that  nothing  should  remain  of  it,  because 
substance  is  meant  to  be  the  subject  of  all  composition, 
and  ought  to  remain  in  its  elements,  although  their 
connection  in  space,  by  which  they  U-eomo  a  liody, 
should  have  been  removed.  But,  what  applies  to  a 
tiling  by  itself,  represented  by  a  p\ire  concept  of  the 
understanding,  dues  not  apply  to  what  is  called  sub- 
stance, as  a  phenomenon.  This  is  not  an  alwolute 
subject,  but  only  a  permanent  image  of  [p.  5'*] 
Bensibility,  nothing  in  fact  but  intuition,  in  which 
nothing  unconditioned  can  ever  be  met  with. 

But  although  tlus  ride  of  the  progress  in  infinitum 
applies  without  any  doubt  to  the  subdivision  of  a 
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phenomenon,  as  a  mere  occupant  of  sj>ace,  it  does  not 
apply  to  the  number  of  the  parts,  separated  already 
in  a  certain  way  in  a  given  whole,  which  thus  con- 
stitute a  quantum  diseretum.  To  suppose  that  in 
every  organised  whole  every  part  is  again  organised, 
and  that  by  thus  dissecting  the  part*  in  infinitum  we 
should  meet  again  and  again  with  new  organised 
parts,  in  fact  that  the  whole  is  organised  in  infinitum, 
i  :i  thought  difficult  to  think,  though  it  is  possible  to 
think  that  the  parte  of  matter  decomposed  in  infinitum  i 
might  become  orgauised.  For  the  infinite  divisibility  of  '  \ 
a  given  phenomenon  in  space  is  founded  simply  on  this, 
ili.it  by  it  divwiljilitii  only,  that  is,  an  entirely  in- 
definite number  of  parte,  is  given,  while  the  parts 
themselves  can  only  be  given  and  determined  through 
the  subdivision,  in  short,  that  the  whole  is  not  itself 
already  divided.  Thus  the  division  can  determine  a 
number  in  it,  which  goes  so  far  as  we  like  to  go,  in 
the  regressus  of  a  division.  In  an  organic  body,  on 
the  contrary,  organised  in  infinitum,  the  whole  [p.  527] 
is  by  that  very  concept  represented  as  divided,  and  a 
number  of  parts,  definite  in  itself,  and  yet  infinite,  is 
found  in  it,  before  every  regressus  of  division.  This 
would  be  self-contradictory,  because  we  should  have 
to  consider  this  infinite  convolute  as  a  never-to-be 
completed  series  (infinite),  and  yet  as  complete  in  its 
(organised)  comprehension.  Infinite  division  takes 
the  phenomenon  only  as  a  quantum  continuum,  and 
is  inseparable  from  the  occujwitiou  of  sjmce,  in  which 
lies  the  ground  of  endless  divisibility.  But  as  soon 
as  anything  is  taken  as  a  quantum  diseretum,  tin- 
number  of  the  units  in  it  is  determined,  and  then 
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at  all  times  equal  to  a  certain  number.  How  far  tin- 
organisation  in  an  organised  body  may  go,  experience 
alone  can  show  us  ;  but  though  it  never  arrived  with 
certainty  at  any  unorganised  part,  they  would  still  have 
to  be  admitted  as  lying  within  possible  experience. 
It  is  different  with  the  transcendental  division  of  a 
phenomenon.  How  far  that  may  extend  is  not  a 
matter  of  experience,  but  a  principle  of  reason,  which 
never  allows  us  to  consider  the  empirical  rcgressua  in 
tlic  decomposition  of  extended  bodies,  according  to 
the  nature  of  these  phenomena,  as  at  any  time  abso- 
lutely completed. 


Concluding  Remarks  on  the  Solution  of  the  [p.  5*8] 
Trnnwiuli'ntul-mathematiral  Ideas, ami  preliminary 
remark  for  the  solution  of  the  Transcendental- 
Dynamical  ideas. 

When  exhibiting  in  a  tabular  form  the  antinomy  of 
pure  reason,  through  all  the  transcendental  ideas,  and 
indicating  the  ground  of  the  conflict  and  the  only 
means  of  removing  it,  by  declaring  both  contradictory 
statements  as  false,  we  always  represented  the  con- 
ditions as  belonging  to  that  which  they  conditioned, 
according  to  relations  of  space  and  time,  this  being 
the  ordinary  supposition  of  the  common  understand- 
ing, and  in  fact  the  source  from  which  that  conflict 
arose.  In  that  respect  all  dialectical  representations 
of  the  totality  in  a  series  of  conditions  of  something 
given   as  conditioned,    were    always   of    the    same 
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character.  It  was  always  a  series  in  which  the 
condition  was  connected  with  the  conditioned, 
as  members  of  the  same  series,  hotli  being  thus 
homogeneous.  But  the  regressus  was  never  con- 
ceived as  completed,  or,  if  that  had  to  he  done, 
one  of  tin:  liiruiUis,  being  in  itself  conditioned,  had 
wrongly  to  be  accepted  as  the  first,  and  therefore  as 
unconditioned.  If  not  always  the  object,  that  iR,  the 
conditioned,  yet  the  series  of  its  conditions  [p.  529] 
was  always  considered  according  to  quantity  only, 
and  then  the  difficulty  arose,  which  could  not  be 
removed  by  any  compromise,  but  only  by  cutting  the 
knot,  that  reason  made  it  cither  ioo  long  or  loo  short 
for  the  understanding,  which  could  in  neither  case 
come  up  to  the  idea. 

But  in  this  we  have  overlooked  an  fPTWntml  dtt> 
tinction  between  the  objects,  that  is.  the  concepts  of 
the  understanding,  which  reason  tries  to  raise  into 
ideas.  Two  of  them,  according  to  the  above  table  of 
the  categories,  imply  a  mathematical,  the  remaining 
two  a  dynamical  synthesis  of  phenomena.  Perhaps 
this  distinction  coxdd  not  be  perceived  so  well  before, 
because,  in  the  general  representation  of  all  tran- 
scendental ideas,  we  always  remained  under  }>h>  <:■>- 
menal  conditions,  and  thus,  with  regard  to  the  two 
transcendental-mathematical  ideas  also,  regarded  the 
object  as  phenomenal  only.  Now,  however,  as  we 
have  come  to  consider  the  dtjnamical  concepts  of 
the  understanding,  so  far  as  they  should  be  rendered 
adequate  to  the  idea  of  reason,  that  distinction  be- 
comes important,  and  opens  to  us  an  entirely  new 
insight  into  the  character  of  the  suit  in  which  reason 
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is  implicated.  That  rait  had  before  been  dismissed, 
as  resting  on  both  sides  on  wrong  preen;  11s. 

Now,  however,  as  there  seems  to  be  in  the  [p.  53°] 
dynamical  antinomy  such  a  presupposition  as  may  be 
compatible  with  the  pretensions  of  reason,  and  as  the 
judge  himself  has  supplied  the  deficiency  of  legal 
grounds,  which  had  been  misunderstood  on  both  sides, 
the  suit  may  possibly  be  adjusted  to  the  satisfaction 
of  both  parties,  which  was  impossible  in  the  conflict 
of  the  mathematical  antinomy. 

If  we  men  I  v  look  to  the  extension  of  the  series  of 
conditions,  and  whether  they  are  adequate  to  the 
idea,  or  whether  the  idea  is  too  large  or  tou  small  fur 
tbem,  the  series  are  no  doubt  homogeneous.  But  the 
concept  of  the  understanding  on  which  these  ideas 
are  foundrd,  contains  cither  a  sini/Insix  of  the  liovw- 
<jrnn>iix  utils  1  which  is  presupposed  in  the  composition 
as  well  as  the  decomposition  of  every  quantity)  or  of 
the  heterogeneous  also,  which  must  at  least  l>e  admitted 
as  possible  in  the  dynamical  synthesis,  both  in  a 
causal  connection,  and  in  the  connection  of  the  neces- 
sary with  the  contingent. 

Thus  it  happens  that  none  but  sensuous  conditions 
can  enter  into  the  mathematical  connection  of  the  series 
of  phenomena,  that  is,  conditions  which  themselves 
are  part  of  the  series ;  while  the  dynamical  series  of  sen- 
suous conditions  admits  also  of  a  heterogeneous  con- 
dition, which  is  not  a  part  of  the  series,  but,  as  merely 
intelligible,  outside  it;  so  that  a  certain  satis-  [p.  53'] 
taction  is  given  to  reason  by  the  unconditioned  being 
placed  before  the  phenomena,  without  disturbing  the 
series  of  the  phenomena,  which  must  always  be  con- 
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<Iitione<],  or  breaking  it  off,  contrary  to  the  principles 
of  the  understanding. 

Owing  to  the  dynamical  ideas  admitting  uf  a  con- 
dition of  the  phenomena  outside  their  series,  that  is, 
a  condition  which  Itself  is  oot  a  phenomenon,  some- 
thing arises,  which  is  total Iv  different  from  the  result 
of  the  mathematical'  antinomy.  The  result  of  that 
antinomy  %v;is,  that  hoth  tin-  contradictory  dialectical 
statements  had  to  he  declared  false.  The  throughout 
conditioned  character,  however,  of  the  dynamical 
Belies,  which  is  inseparable  from  them 
if  connected  with  the  empirically  unconditioned,  hut 
at  the  same  time  not  sensuous  condition,  may  give  satis- 
faction to  the  understanding  on  one,  and  the  reason 
on  the  other  side J,  l>ecause  the  dialectical  arguments 
which,  in  some  way  or  other,  required  unconditioned 
totality  in  mere  phenomena,  vanish  ;  while  [p.  53*] 
the  propositions  of  reason,  if  thus  amended,  may  both 
be  true.  This  cannot  he  the  case  with  the  costnolo- 
gical  ideas,  which  refer  only  to  a  mathematically  un- 
conditioned unity,  because  with  them  no  condition 
can  be  found  in  the  sories  of  phenomena  which  is  not 
itself  a  phenomenon,  and  as  such  constitutes  one  of 
the  links  of  the  sen. 

1   Mitttiematical,  omitted  in  (be  Fjrst  Edition. 

*  The  uDil>'rvtnn<ling  admiU  of  no  condition  among  pAmomena, 
which  ahould  itaelf  be  empirically  unconditioned.  But  if  wo  might 
conceive  mi  intrlliijihtt  condition,  that  is  to  any.  S  OMuUtJOO,  not 
belonging  itself  ua  u  link  to  the  series  of  phrii'irueiiu.  of  n>iintlim^ 
conditioned  (aa  a  phenomenon)  without  in  the  least  interrupting 
the  acrica  of  empirical  condition*,  such  a  comlii!  m  :..| 

mitud  ax  rmpiritaUy   I  no!,  without   interfering  with  the 

empirical  eoutinuona  regrcajua. 
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III. 

Solution  of  (he  Cosmological  hit  as  villi  regard  to  the 
fokdUy  of  (he  derivation  of  Coamical  Events  from 
(heir  cause. 

We  can  conceive  two  kinds  of  causality  only,  with 
reference  to  events,  causality  either  of  nature  or  of 
freedom.  The  former  is  the  connection  of  one  state 
in  the  world  of  sense  with  a  [.receding  state,  on 
which  it  follows  according  to  a  rule.  As  the  causality 
of  phenomena  depends  on  conditions  of  time,  and  as 
the  preceding  state,  if  it  had  always  existed,  could 
not  have  produced  an  effect,  winch  first  takes  place 
in  time,  it  follows  that  the  causality  of  the  cause  of 
that  which  happens  or  arises  must,  according  to  tin- 
principle  of  the  understanding,  have  itself  arisen  and 
require  a  cause. 

By  freedom,  on  the  contrary,  in  its  cosmo-  [p.  533] 
logical  meaning,  I  understand  the  faculty  of  beginning 
a  state  lywntaneouHly.  Its  causality,  therefore,  does 
not  depend,  according  to  the  law  of  nature,  on 
another  cause,  by  which  it  is  determined  in  time.  In 
this  sense  freedom  is  a  purely  transcendental  idea, 
which,  first,  contains  nothing  derived  from  experience, 
and,  secondly,  the  object  of  which  cannot  be  deter- 
mined in  any  experience;  because  it.  is  a  general 
rule,  even  of  the  possibility  of  all  experience,  that 
everything  which  happens  has  a  cause,  and  that 
therefore  the  causality  also  of  the  cause,  which  itself 
has  happened  or  arisen,  must  again  have  a  cause.  In 
this  manner  the  whole  field  of  experience,  however 
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far  it  may  extend,  has  been  cbauged  into  one  great 
whole  of  nature.  As,  however,  it  is  impossible  in  this 
way  to  arrive  at  an  ataolute  totality  of  conditions 
in  their  causal  connection,  reason  creates  for  itself 
the  idea  of  spontaneity,  or  the  power  of  beginning 
by  itself,  without  an  antecedent  cause  determining 
it  to  action,  according  to  the  law  of  causal  connec- 
tion. 

It  is  extremely  remarkable,  that  the  practical  con- 
cept of  freedom  is  founded  on  the  transcend 'enta I  idea 
of freedom,  which  constitute*  indeed  the  real  difficulty 
which  at  all  times  has  surrounded  the  question  of 
the  possibility  of  freedom.  Freedom,  in  its  practical 
seme,  is  the  independence  of  our  (arbitrary)  [p.  534] 
will  from  the  coercion  through  sensuous  impulses. 
Our  (arbitrary)  will  is  sensuous,  so  far  as  it  is  affected 
pathologically  (by  sensuous  impulses) ;  it  is  called 
animal  (arhitrium  hrutum),  if  necessitated  pathologi- 
cally. The  human  will  is  certainly  sensuous,  an  arhi- 
trium 8tn$ilirum,  but  not  hrutum,  but  liberum,  because 
sensuous  impulses  do  not  necessitate  its  action,  but 
there  is  in  man  a  faculty  of  determination,  independent 
of  the  necessitation  through  sensuous  impulses. 

It  can  easily  be  seen  that,  if  all  causality  in  the 
world  of  sense  belonged  to  nature,  every  event 
would  be  determined  in  time  through  another,  accord- 
ing to  necessary  laws.  As  therefore  the  phenomena, 
in  determining  the  will,  would  render  every  act 
•  ■saury  as  their  uuturul  effect,  the  annihilation  of 
transcendental  freedom  would  at  the  same  time 
destroy  all  practical  freedom.  Practical  freedom  pre- 
supposes thtit,  although  something  has  not  happened. 
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it  ought  bo  have  happened,  anil  that  Us  cause  therefore 
bad  not  that  detanoinmg  force  among  phenomena, 
which  coul.l  prevent  the  causality  of  our  will  from 
producing,  independently  of  those  natural  causes,  and 
even  contrary  to  their  force  and  influence,  some- 
thing determined  in  the  order  of  time,  according  to 
empirical  laws,  and  originating  by  itself  a  series  of 

events. 

What  happens  here  is  what  happens  gene-   [p.  535] 
rally  in  the  conflict  of  reason  venturing  beyond  the 

limits  of  possible  experience,  namely,  that  the  problem 

is  not  physiological,  but  ttWU6$ntknt(U.  Hence  the 
question  of  the  possibility  of  freedom  concerns  n. . 
doubt  psychology  ;  but  its  solution,  as  it  depends  on 
dialectical  arguments  of  pure  reason,  belongs  entirely 
to  transcendental  philosophy.  In  order  to  enable 
that  philosophy  to  give  a  satisfactory  answer,  which 
it  cannot  declino  to  do,  I  must  first  try  to  determine 
more  accurately  its  proper  procedure  fa  this  task. 

If  phenomena  were  things  by  themselves,  and 
therefore  space  and  time  forms  of  the  existence  of 
things  by  themselves,  the  conditions  together  with  the 
conditioned  would  always  belong,  as  members,  to  one 
and  the  same  series,  and  thus  in  our  case  also,  the 
antinomy  which  is  common  to  all  transcendental  idi 
would  arise,  namely,  that  that  series  is  inevitably 
too  large  or  too  small  for  the  understanding.  The 
dynamical  concepts  of  reason,  however,  which  we 
have  to  discuss  in  this  and  the  following  section, 
have  this  peculiarity  that,  as  they  are  not  concerned 
with  an  object,  considered  as  a  quantity,  but  oidy 
with  its  existence,  we  need  take  no  account  of  the 
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quantity  of  the  series  of  conditions.  All  depends 
here  only  on  the  dynamical  relation  of  con-  [p.  -,$(>} 
ditions  to  the  conditioned,  so  that  in  the  question  on 
nature  and  freedom  we  at  once  meet  with  the  diffi- 
culty, whether  freedom  is  indeed  possible,  and 
whether,  if  it  is  possible,  it  csm  exist  together  with 
the  universality  of  the  natural  law  of  causality.  The 
question  in  fact  arises,  whether  it  is  a  proper  disjunc- 
tive proposition  to  say,  that  every  effect  in  the  world 
must  arise,  either  from  nature,  or  from  freedom,  or 
whether  both  cannot  coexist  in  the  same  event  in 
different  relations.  The  correctness  of  the  principle 
of  the  unbroken  connection  of  all  events  in  the  w. 
of  sense,  according  to  unchangeable  natural  laws,  is 
firmly  established  by  the  transcendental  Analytic,  and 
admits  of  no  limitation.  The  question,  therefore,  can 
only  Ikj  whether,  in  spite  of  it,  freedom  also  can  be 
found  in  the  same  effect  which  is  determined  by 
nature;  or  whether  freedom  is  entirely  excluded  by 
that  inviolable  rule?  Here  the  common  but  fallacious 
supposition  of  the  absolute  reality  of  phenomena  shows 
at  once  its  pernicious  influence  in  umliarrassing 
reason.     For  if  phenomena  are  thin  i .  ■  :  1  ■  ■  1  •■  ■  •  . 

freedom  cannot  be  saved.  Nature  in  that  case  is  t In- 
complete and  sufficient  cause  determining  •  -nt, 
and  its  condition  is  always  contained  in  that  series 
of  phenomena  only  which,  together  with  their  .  ill  ,t, 
are  necessary  under  the  law  of  nature.  If,  on  tin 
contrary,  phenomena  arc  tukt-n  for  nothing  [p.  537] 
except  what  they  are  in  reality,  namely,  not  things 
by  themselves,  but  representations  only,  which  are 
connected  with  each  other  according  to  empirical 


464 


IB  \\s<t,nm:viai.  hi  klErm'. 


S,  they  must  themselves  have  causes,  which 
are  not  phenomenal.  Such  an  intelligible  cause, 
however,  is  not  determined  with  reference  to  its 
causality  by  phenomena,  although  its  effects  be- 
come phenomenal,  and  can  be  determined  by  other 
phenomena.  That  intelligible  cause,  therefore,  with 
its  causality,  is  outside  the  series,  though  its  effects 
are  to  be  found  in  the  series  of  empirical  conditions. 
The  effect  therefore  can,  with  reference  to  its  intelli- 
gible cause,  bo  considered  as  free,  and  yet  at  the 
same  time,  with  reference  to  phenomena,  as  resulting 
from  them  according  to  the  necessity  of  nature ;  a 
distinction  which,  if  thus  represented,  in  a  general 
and  entirely  abstract  form,  may  seem  extremely 
subtle  and  obscure,  but  will  become  clear  in  its  prac- 
tical application.  Here  I  only  wished  to  remark  that, 
as  the  unbroken  connection  of  all  phenomena  in  the 
context  (woof)  of  nature,  is  an  unalterable  law,  it 
would  necessarily  destroy  all  freedom,  if  we  were  to 
defend  obstinately  the  reality  of  phenomena.  Those, 
therefore,  who  follow  the  common  opinion  on  this 
subject,  have  never  been  able  to  reconcile  nature  and 
1'reedom. 

Possibility  of  a  Causality  through  freedom,  in     [p.  538] 
harmony  with  the  universal  law  of  natural  necessity. 

Whatever  in  au  object  of  the  senses  is  not  itself 
phenomenal,  I  call  iiitrlligiUc.  If,  therefore,  what 
in  the  world  of  sense  must  be  considered  as  pheno- 
menal, possesses  in  itself  a  faculty  which  is  not  the 
object  of  sensuous    intuition,  but  through  which  it 
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can  become  the  cause  of  phenomena,  the  causality  of 
that  being  may  be  considered  from  two  rides,  as 
telligible  in  its  action,  as  ;t  thing  by  itself,  and  as 
sensible  in  the  effects  of  the  action,  as  a  phenomenon 
in  the  world  of  sense.  Of  the  faculty  of  such  a  being 
we  should  have  to  form  both  an  empirical  and  an 
intellectual  concept  of  its  causality,  both  of  which 
consist  together  in  one  and  the  same  effect.  This 
twofold  way  of  conceiving  the  faculty  of  an  object  of 
the  senses  does  not  contradict  any  of  the  concepts 
which  we  have  to  form  of  phenomena  and  of  a  pos- 
sible experience.  For  as  all  phenomena,  not  being 
tilings  by  themselves,  must  have  for  their  foundation 
a  transcendental  object,  determining  them  as  mere 
representations,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  us  from 
attributing  to  that  transcendental  object,  [p.  539] 
besides  the  quality  through  which  it  becomes  pheno- 
menal, a  causality  also  which  is  not  phenomenal, 
although  its  effect  appears  in  the  phenomenon.  Every 
efficient  cause,  however,  must  have  a  character,  that 
is,,  a  rule  according  to  which  it  manifests  its  causality, 
and  without  which  it  would  not  be  a  cause.  Accord- 
ing to  this  we  Hhould  have  in  every  subject  of  the 
world  of  sense,  first,  an  empirical  character,  through 
which  its  acts,  as  phenomena,  stand  with  other  pheno- 
mena in  an  unbroken  connection,  according  to  per- 
manent laws  of  nature,  and  could  be  derived  from 
them  as  their  conditions,  and  in  connection  with 
them  form  the  links  of  one  and  the  same  series  in 
the  ci. hi  of  uiiture.  Secondly,  we  should  huve  to 
allow  to  it  an  intelligible  character  also,  by  which 
it  becomes  the  cause  of  the  same  acts  as  phenomena, 
vol.  n.  M  h 
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but  which  itself  is  not  subject  to  any  conditions 
of  sensibility,  and  never  phenomenal.  We  might 
call  the  former  the  character  of  such  a  thing  a*  a 
phenomenon,  in  the  latter  the  character  of  the  thing 
by  itself. 

According  to  its  intelligible  character,  this  active 
subject  would  not  depend  on  conditions  of  time, 
for  time  is  only  the  condition  of  phenomena,  and  not 
of  things  by  themselves.  In  it  no  ad  would  arise  or 
jwm/t,  neither would  it  be  subject  therefore  to  [p. 540] 
the  1 : 1  w  of  determination  in  time  and  of  all  that  is 
changeable,  namely,  that  everything  which  hapjten* 
must  have  its  cause  in  On-  phenomena  (of  the  previous 
state).  In  one  word  its  causality,  so  far  as  it  is  in- 
telligible, would  not  have  a  place  in  the  series  of 
empirical  conditions  by  which  the  event  is  rendered 
necessary  in  the  world  of  sense.  It  is  true  that  that 
intelligible  character  could  never  be  known  imme- 
diately, because  we  cannot  perceive  anything,  except 
so  far  as  it  appears,  but  it  would  nevertheless  have 
to  be  conceived,  according  to  the  empirical  character, 
as  we  must  always  admit  in  thought  a  transcen- 
dental object,  as  the  foundation  of  phenomena, 
though  we  know  nothing  of  what  it  is  by  itself. 

In  its  empirical  character,  therefore,  that  subject, 
as  a  phenomenon,  would  submit,  according  to  all 
determining  laws,  to  a  causal  nexus,  and  in  that 
respect  it  would  be  nothing  but  a  part  of  the  world 
of  sense,  the  effects  of  which,  like  every  other  pheno- 
menon, would  arise  from  nature  without  fail.  As 
soon  as  external  phenomena  began  to  influence  it, 
and  as  soon  as  its  empirical  character,  that  is  the 
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law  of  its  causality,  had  been  known  through  experi- 
ence, all  its  actions  ought  to  admit  of  explanation, 
according  to  the  laws  of  nature,  and  all  that  is  requi- 
site for  its  complete  and  necessary  determination 
would  be  found  in  a  possible  experience. 

In  its  intelligible  character,  however  (though  [p.  54 '] 
we  could  only  have  a  general  concept  of  it),  the 
same  subject  would  have  to  be  considered  free 
from  all  influence  of  sensibility,  and  from  all  deter- 
mination through  phenomena  :  and  as  in  it,  so  far  as 
it  is  a  twumenon,  nothing  happen*,  and  no  change 
which  requires  dynamical  determination  of  time,  and 
therefore  no  connection  with  phenomena  as  causes, 
can  exist,  that  active  being  would  so  far  be  quite 
independent  and  free  in  its  acts  from  all  natural 
necessity,  which  can  exist  in  the  world  of  sense  only. 
One  might  say  of  it  with  perfect  truth  that  it 
originates  its  effects  in  the  world  of  sense  by  itself, 
though  the  act  does  not  begin  m  itself.  And  this 
would    U:  y  true,  though  the  effects  in  the 

..rid  of  sense  need  not  therefore  originate  by  them- 
selves, because  in  it  they  are  always  determined 
previously  through  empirical  conditions  in  the  pre- 
vious time,  though  only  by  means  of  the  empirical 
character  (which  is  the  phenomenal  appearance  of 
the  intelligible  character),  and  therefore  impossible, 
except  as  a  continuation  of  the  series  of  natural 
causes.  In  this  way  freedom  and  nature,  each  in  its 
complete  signification,  might  exist  together  and 
without  any  conflict  in  the  same  action,  according 
as  we  refer  it  to  its  intelligible  or  to  its  sensible 
cause. 

n  h  2 
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E.ijihtn<iti<in  cfthe  Oomologioal  Idea  of  free-  [p.  542] 
■I -in  in  connection  with  the  general  necessity  of 
nature. 

I  thought  it  best  to  give  first  this  sketch  of  the 
solution  of  our  transcendental  problem,  so  that  the 
course  which  reason  has  to  ailopt  in  its  solution 
might  be  more  clearly  surveyed.  We  shall  now  pro- 
ceed to  explain  more  fully  the  points  on  which  the 
decision  properly  rests,  and  examine  each  by  itself. 

The  law  of  nature,  that  everything  which  happens 
has  a  cause, — that  the  causality  of  that  cause,  that  is, 
its  activity,  (as  it  is  anterior  in  time,  and,  with  regard 
to  an  effect  which  has  arincn,  cannot  itself  have 
always  existed,  but  must  have  happened  at  some 
tiim ■)  molt  have  its  cause  among  the  phenomena  by 
which  it  is  determined,  and  that  therefore  all  events 
in  the  order  of  nature  are  empirically  determined, 
this  law,  1  say,  through  which  alone  phenomena 
become  nature  and  objects  of  experience,  is  a  law 
of  the  understanding,  which  can  on  no  account  be 
surrendered,  and  from  which  no  single  phenomenon 
can  be  exempted  ;  because  in  doing  this  we  should 
place  it  outside  all  possible  experience,  separate 
from  all  objects  of  possible  experience,  and  [p.  543] 
change  it  into  a  mere  fiction  of  the  mind  or  a  cobweb 
of  the  brain. 

But  although  this  looks  merely  like  a  chain  of 
Causes,  which  in  the  regressus  to  its  conditions  admits 
of  no  absolute  tutali/y,  this  difficulty  docs  not  detain 
us  in  the  least,  because  it  has  already  been  minted 
in  the  general  criticism  of  the  antinomy  of  reason. 
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when,  starting  from  the  series  of  phen' 
at  tlir  unconditioned.  Were  we  to  yield  to  the 
illusion  of  transcendental  realism,  we  should  have 
neither  nature  nor  freedom.  The  question  therefore 
is,  whether,  if  we  recognise  in  the  whole  series  of 
events  nothing  but  natural  necessity,  we  may  3 
regard  the  same  event  which  on  one  side  is  an  effect 
of  nature  only.  <m  the  other  aide,  as  an  effect  of 
freedom  ;  or  whether  there  is  a  direct  contradiction 
between  these  two  kinds  of  causali' 

There  can  certainly  be  nothing  among  phenomenal 
causes  that  could  originate  a  series  absolutely  ami  by 
itself.  Every  action,  as  a  phenomenon,  so  far  as  it 
produces  an  event,  is  itself  an  event,  presupposing 
another  stjite,  in  which  its  cause  cau  be  discovered ; 
and  thus  everything  that  happens  is  only  a  continu- 
ation of  the  series,  and  no  beginning,  happening  by 
itself,  is  possible  in  it.  Actions  of  natural  causes  in  the 
succession  of  time  are  therefore  tlu-uiselves  [p.544] 
effects,  which  likewise  presuppose  causes  in  the  series 
of  time.  A  fpentantou*  action  by  which  something 
takes  place,  which  did  not  exist  before,  cannot  be 
expected  from  the  causal  nexus  of  phenomena. 

But  is  it  really  necessary  that,  if  effects  are  pheno- 
mena, the  causality  of  their  cause,  which  cause  itself 
is  phenomenal,  could  be  nothing  but  empirical ;  or  is 
it  not  possible,  although  for  every  phenomenal  eft. 
a  connection  with  its  cause,  according  to  the  laws  of 
empirical  causality,  is  certainly  required,  that  empirical 
causality  itself  could  nevertheless,  without  breaking 
in  the  least  its  connection  with  the  natural  causes, 
represent  an1  effect  of  a  non-empirical  and  intelligible 
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causality.,  that  is,  of  the  action  of  a  cause  which,  \ 
respect  to  phenomena,  is  original,  and  in  so  far  not 
phci  I,  l'ut,  witli  respect  to  this  faculty,  intclli- 

Liii.li ■,  .il though,  as  a  link  in  the  chain  of  nature- 
must  be  regarded  as  entirely  belonging  to  the  world 
of  sense  ? 

We  n  'pun-  the  principle  of  the  causality  of  pheno- 
mena among  themselves,  in  order  to  be  able  to  look 
for  and  to  produce  natural  conditions,  that  is,  pheno- 
menal causes  of  natural  events.  If  this  is  admitted 
and  not  weakened  by  any  exceptions,  the  under- 
standing, which  in  its  empirical  employment  re- 
cognises in  all  events  nothing  but  nature,  and  [p.  54  s] 
is  quite  justified  in  doing  so,  has  really  all  that  it 
run  demand,  ami  the  explanations  of  physical  pheno- 
mena may  proceed  without  let  or  hindrauce.  The 
understanding  would  not  be  wronged  in  the  least,  if 
we  assumed,  though  it  bo  a  mere  fiction,  that  some 
among  the  natural  causes  have  a  faculty  which  is 
intelligible  only,  and  whose  determination  to  activity 
does  not  rest  on  empirical  conditions,  but  on  mere 
grounds  of  the  intellect,  if  only  the  phenomenal 
activity  o£  that  cause  is  in  accordance  with  all  the 
laws  of  empirical  causality.  For  in  this  way  the 
active  subject,  as  causa  phenomenon,  would  be  joined 
with  nature  through  the  indissoluble  dependence  of 
all  its  actions,  and  the  uoumenon 2  only  of  that  subject 
(with  all  its  phenomenal  causality)  would  contain  cer- 
tain conditions  which,  if  we  want  to  ascend  from  the 
empirical  to  the  transcendental  object,  would  have  to 

'  Read  tine,  not  eincr. 

1  It  seems  better  to  read  nouiwtnon  instead  of  phenomenon. 
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be  considered  as  intelligible  only.  For,  it'  only  we 
follow  the  rule  of  nature  in  that  which  may  be 
the  cause  among  phenomena,  it  is  indifferent  to  us 
what  kind  of  ground  of  those  phenomena,  and  of  their 
i •"injection,  may  be  conceived  to  exist  in  the  tran- 
scendental subject,  which  is  empirically  unknown  to 
us.  This  intelligible  ground  does  not  touch  the 
empirical  questions,  but  concerns  only,  as  it  would 
•-••••in.  the  thought  in  the  pure  understanding;  and 
although  the  effects  of  that  thought  and  [p.  546] 
action  of  the  pure  understanding  may  be  discovered 
in  the  phenomena,  these  have  nevertheless  to  be 
completely  explained  from  their  phenomenal  cause, 
according  to  the  laws  of  nature,  by  taking  their 
empirical  character  as  the  highest  ground  of  explana- 
tion, and  passing  by  the  intelligible  character,  which 
is  the  transcendental  cause  of  the  other,  as  entirely 
unknown,  except  so  far  as  it  is  indicated  by  the 
empirical,  as  its  sensuous  sign.  Let  us  apply  this  to 
experience.  Man  is  one  among  the  phenomena  of 
the  world  of  sense,  and  in  so  far  one  of  the  natural 
causes  the  causality  of  which  must  be  subject  to 
empirical  laws.  As  such  he  must  therefore  have  an 
empirical  character,  like  all  other  oljects  of  nature. 
We  (.erceive  it  through  the  forces  and  faculties  win.  h 
he  shows  in  his  actions  and  effects.  In  the  lifeless 
or  merely  animal  nature  we  see  no  ground  for  admit- 
ting any  faculty,  except  as  sensuously  eonditioned. 
Man,  however,  who  knows  all  the  rest  of  nature 
through  his  senses  only,  knows  himself  through  mere 
apperception  also,  and  this  in  actions  and  internal 
determinations,    which    he   cannot    ascribe    to    the 
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impressions  of  the  souses.  Man  is  thus  to  himself 
partly  a  phenomenon,  partly,  however,  namely  with 
reference  to  certain  faoulties,  a  purely  intelligible  ob- 
ject, I  iccuiso  his  actions  cannot  be  «ecribe<l  t.i  [p.  .-»•*  7 j 
the  receptivity  of  the  senses.  We  aill  these  faculties 
understanding  ami  reason.  It  is  tin-  latter,  in  jxirti- 
cular,  which  is  entirely  distinguished  from  all  empiri- 
cally conditioned  forces  or  faculties,  because  it  weighs 
its  objects  according  to  ideas,  and  determines  tho  un- 
derstanding accordingly,  which  then  makes  an  empiri- 
cal use  of  its  (by  themselves,  however  pure)  concepts. 

That  our  reason  possesses  causality,  or  that  we  at 
least  represent  to  ourselves  such  a  causality  in  it,  is 
clear  from  the  imperat i res  which,  in  all  practical 
matters,  we  impose  as  rules  on  our  executive  powers. 
The  ought  expresses  a  kind  of  necessity  and  con- 
nection with  causes,  which  we  do  not  find  elsewhere 
in  the  whole  of  nature.  The  understanding  can 
know  in  nature  only  what  is  present,  past,  or  future. 
It  is  impossible  that  anything  in  it  ought  to  be  dif- 
ferent from  what  it  is  in  reality,  in  all  these  rela- 
tions of  time.  Nay,  if  we  only  look  at  the  course  of 
nature,  the  ought  h:is  no  meaning  whatever.  We 
cannot  ask,  what  ought  to  be  in  nature,  as  little  as 
we  can  ask,  what  qualities  a  circle  ought  to  possess. 
We  can  only  ask  what  happens  in  it,  and  what 
qualities  that  which  happens  has. 

Hub  ought  expresses  a  possible  action,  the  ground 
of  which  cannot  be  anything  but  a  mere  concept ; 
while  in  every  merely  natural  action  the  [p.  5«8] 
ground  must  always  be  a  phenomenon.  Now  it  is 
quite  true  that  the  action  to  which  the  ought  applies 
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must  be  possible  under  natural  conditions,  but  these 
natural  conditions  do  not  atlVrt  the  determination  of 
the  will  itself,  but  only  its  i  HV-rrt:  and  remits  among 
phenomena.  There  may  be  ever  so  many  natural 
grounds  which  impel  me  to  trill,  and  ever  so  maa 
sensuous  temptations,  but  they  can  never  produce 
the  ought,  but  only  a  willing  which  is  always  con- 
ditioned, but  by  no  means  necessary,  and  to  which 
the  ought,  pronounced  by  reason,  opposes  measure, 
ay,  prohibition  and  authority.  Whether  it  be  an 
object  of  the  senses  merely  (pleasure),  or  of  pure 
reason  (the  good),  reason  does  not  yield  to  the 
impulse  that  is  gmo  empirically,  and  does  not 
follow  the  order  of  things,  as  they  present  them- 
selves as  phenomena,  but  frames  for  itself,  with  per- 
fect spniituhrity.  ;i  nuw  order  according  to  ideas  to 
which  it  adapts  the  empirical  conditions,  and  accord- 
ing to  which  it  declares  actions  to  be  necessary,  even 
though  they  have  not  taken  place,  and,  may  lie,  never 
will  take  place.  Yet  it  is  presupposed  that  reason 
may  have  causality  with  respect  to  them,  for  other- 
wise no  effects  in  experience  could  l>e  exjiectod  to 
result  from  these  ideas. 

Now  let  us  take  our  stand  here  and  admit  it  at 
Last  as  possible,  that  reason  really  possesses  [i>.  549] 
causality  with  reference  to  phenomena.  In  that  case, 
reason  though  it  be,  it  must  show  nevertheless  an 
empirical  character,  because  every  cause  presupposes 
a  rule  according  to  which  certain  phenomena  follow 
as  effects,  and  every  rule  requires  in  the  effects 
a  homogeneousnesB,  on  which  the  concept  of  cause 
(as  a  fuculty)  is  founded.    This,  so  far  as  it  is  derived 
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from  mere  phenomena,  may  be  called  the;  empirical 
character,  which  is  permanent,  while  the  effects,  ac- 
cording to  a  diversity  of  concomitant,  and  in  part, 
restraining  conditions,  appear  in  ohangealdc  terms. 

Every  man  therefore  has  an  empirical  character 
of  his  (arbitrary)  will,  which  is  nothing  but  a  cer- 
tain causality  of  his  reason,  exhibiting  in  its  pheno- 
menal actions  and  effects  a  rule,  according  to  which 
one  may  infer  the  motives  of  reason  and  its  actions, 
both  in  kind  and  in  decree,  and  judge  of  the  sub- 
jective principles  of  his  will.  As  that  empirical 
character  itself  must  be  derived  from  phenomena, 
as  an  effect,  aud  from  their  rule  which  is  supplied 
by  experience,  all  the  acts  of  a  man,  so  far  as  they 
are  phenomena,  are  determined  from  his  empirical 
character  and  from  llie  other  concomitant  0000*8, 
according  to  the  order  of  nature ;  and  if  we  could 
investigate  all  the  manifestations  of  his  will  to  the 
very  bottom,  there  would  be  not  a  single  [p.  550] 
human  action  which  we  could  not  predict  with  cer- 
tainty  and  recognise  from  its  preceding  conditions  as 
necessary.  There  is  no  freedom  therefore  with  refer- 
ence In  this  empirical  character,  ami  yet  it  is  only 
with  reference  to  it  that  we  can  consider  man, 
when  we  are  merely  observing,  and,  as  is  the  case  in 
anthropology,  trying  to  investigate  the  motive  causes 
of  his  actions  physiologically. 

If,  however,  we  consider  the  same  actions  with 
reference  to  reason,  not  with  reference  to  speculative 
reason,  in  order  to  explain  their  origin,  but  solely  so 
far  as  reason  is  the  cause  which  produces  them ;  in 
one  word,  if  we  compare  actions  with  reason,  with 
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reference  to  practical  purposes,  we  find  a  rule  and 
order,  totally  different  from  the  order  of  nature.  For. 
from  this  point  of  view,  everything,  it  may  be,  ought 
not  to  have  happened,  which  according  to  the  course 
of  nature  has  happened,  and  according  to  its  empirical 
grounds,  was  inevitable.  And  sometimes  we  find,  or 
believe  at  least  that  we  find,  that  the  ideas  of  reason 
have  really  proved  their  causality  with  reference  to 
human  actions  as  phenomena,  and  that  these  actions 
have  taken  place,  not  because  they  were  determined 
by  empirical  causes,  but  by  the  causes  of  reason. 

Now  supposing  one  could  say  thai  reason  [p-  55'] 
possesses  causality  in  reference  to  phenomena,  could 
the  action  of  reason  be  called  free  in  that  case,  as  it 
is  accurately  determined  by  the  empirical  character 
(the  disposition)  and  rendered  necessary  by  it  '.  That 
character  again  is  determined  in  the  intelligible 
character  (way  of  thinking).  The  latter,  however, 
we  do  not  know,  but  determine  only  through  pheno- 
mena, which  in  reality  give  us  immediately  a  know- 
ledge of  the  disposition  (empirical  character)  only '. 
An  action,  so  far  as  it  is  to  be  attributed  to  the  way 
of  thinking  as  its  cause,  does  nevertheless  not  result 
from  it  according  to  empirical  laws,  that  is,  it  is 
not  preceded  by  the  conditions  of  pure  reason,  but 
only  by  its  effects  in  the  phenomenal  form  of  thfl 

1  The  true  morality  of  action*  (merit  or  guilt),  even  that  of  our 
own  conduct,  remain*  therefore  entirely  hidden.  Our  imputations 
can  refer  to  the  empirical  character  only.  How  much  of  that  may 
he  the  pure  effect  of  freedom,  how  much  ahould  be  ascribed  to 
nature  only,  and  to  the  faults  of  temperament,  for  which  man  is  not 
reaponnihle,  or  it*  happy  constitution  (raerito  fortunte),  no  ono  can 
discover,  and  no  one  can  judge  with  perfect  justice 
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internal  sense.  Pure  reason,  as  a  simple  intelligible 
faculty,  is  not  subject  to  the  form  of  time,  or  to  the  con- 
ditions of  the  succession  of  time.    The  causality  of  rea- 

• 

son  in  its  intelligible  character  does  not  arise  or  begin 
at  a  certain  time  in  order  to  produce  an  effect ;  for 
in  that  case  it  would  be  subject  to  the  natural  [p.  55a] 
law  of  phenomena,  which  determines  all  causal  sen 
in  time,  and  its  causality  would  then  be  nature  and 
not  freedom.  What  therefore  we  can  say  is,  that 
if  reason  can  possess  causality  with  reference  to  phe- 
nomena, it  is  a  faculty  through  which  the  sensuous 
condition  of  an  empirical  series  of  effects  first  begins. 
For  the  condition  that  lies  in  reason  is  not  sensuous, 
and  therefore  does  itself  not  begin.  Thus  we  get. 
what  we  missed  in  all  empirical  series,  namely  that 
the  condition  of  a  successive  series  of  events  should 
itself  be  empirically  unconditioned.  For  here  the 
condition  is  really  outside  the  series  of  phenomena, 
(in  the  intelligible),  and  therefore  nut  subject  to 
any  sensuous  condition  and  temporal  determination 
through  any  preceding  cause. 

Nevertheless  the  same  cause  belongs  also,  in  another 
respect,  to  the  series  of  phenomena.  Man  himself  is 
a  phenomenon.  His  will  has  an  empirical  character, 
which  is  the  (empirical)  cause  of  all  his  actions. 
There  is  no  condition,  determining  man  according  to 
this  character,  that  is  not  contained  in  the  series  of 
natural  effects  and  subject  to  their  law,  according  to 
which  there  can  be  no  empirically  unconditioned 
causality  of  anything  that  happens  in  time.  No 
given  action  therefore  (as  it  can  be  perceived  as  a 
phenomenon  only)  can  begin  absolutely  by     [p.  553] 
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itself.  Of  pure  reason,  however,  we  cannot  say  that 
the  state  in  which  it  determines  the  will  is  preceded 
by  another  in  which,  that  state  itself  is  determined. 
For  as  reason  itself  is  not  a  phenomenon,  and  nut 
subject  to  any  of  the  conditions  of  sensibility,  there 
exists  in  it,  even  in  reference  to  its  causality,  no 
succession  of  GUXM,  lad  the  dynamical  law  of  nature, 
which  detenainiB  the  succession  of  time  according  to 
rules,  cannot  be  applied  to  it. 

Reason  is  therefore  the  constant  condition  of  all 
free  actions  by  which  man  takes  his  place  in  the 
phenomenal  w.»rld.  Every  one  of  them  is  determined 
beforehand  in  his  empirical  character,  before  it  be- 
comes actual.  With  regard  to  the  intelligible  dia- 
meter, however,  of  which  the  empirical  is  only  the 
sensuous  schema,  there  is  neither  before  nor  after; 
and  everv  action,  without  regard  to  the  temporal 
relation  which  connects  it  with  other  phenomena; 
is  the  immediate  effect  of  the  intelligible  character  of 
pure  reason.  That  reason  therefore  acts  freely,  with- 
out being  determined  dynamically,  in  the  chain  of 
natural  causes,  by  external  or  internal  conditions, 
anterior  in  time.     That  freedom  must  then  not  only 

he  regarded  negatively,  as  iudependeuoe  of  empirical 

conditions  (fin  10  that  case  the  faculty  of  reason 
would  cease  to  be  a  cause  of  phenomena),  but  should  be 
determined  positively  also,  as  the  faculty  of  beginning 
spontaneously  a  scries  of  events.  SsDOB  no-  [p.  55«] 
thing  begins  in  reason  itself,  and  being  itself  tin- 
unconditioned  condition  of  every  free  action,  reason 
admits  of  no  condition  antecedent  in  time  above 
itself,  while  nevertheless  ita  effect  takes  its  beginning 
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in  the  series  of  phenomena,  though  it  can  never  co: 
stitute  in  t hat  scries  an  ahaolutthj  first  beginning. 

In  oidar  to  illustrate  the  regulative  principle 
reason  by  an  example  of  its  empirical  application,  no 
in  order  to  confirm  it  (for  BUCb  arguments  are  uael 
for  transcendental  propositions),  let  us  take  a  v-  .lunta: 
action,  for  example,  a  malicious  lie,  by  which  a  man 
has  produced  a  certain  confusion  in  society,  and  of 
which  we  first  try  to  find  out  the  motives,  and  after- 
wards try  to  determine,  how  far  it  and  its  consequences 
may  be  imputed  to  the  offender.  With  regard  to  th 
first  point,  one  has  first  to  follow  up  his  empirica 
character  to  its  very  sources,  which  are  to  be  found 
in  wrong  odOJ -ation,  l>ad  society,  in  part  :dso  in  the 
viciousness  of  a  natural  disposition,  and  a  nature  in- 
II ile  to  shame,  or  ascribed  to  frivolity  and  heed- 
lessness, not  omitting  the  occasioning  causes  at  tb 
time.  In  all  this  the  procedure  is  exactly  the  same 
as  in  the  investigation  of  a  scries  of  determining 
causes  of  a  given  natural  effect.  But  although  one 
believes  that  the  act  was  thus  determined,  one  [p.  555] 
nevertheless  blames  the  offender,  and  not  on  account 
of  his  unhappy  natural  disposition,  not  on  account  of 
influencing  circumstances,  not  even  on  account  of  his 
former  course  of  life,  because  one  supposes  one  might 
leave  entirely  out  of  account  what  that  course  of  life 
may  have  been,  and  consider  the  past  series  of  con- 
ditions as  having  never  existed,  and  the  act  itself  as 
totally  unconditioned  by  previous  states,  as  if  the 
offender  had  begun  with  it  a  new  series  of  effects, 
ipiite  by  himself.  This  blame  is  founded  on  a  law  of 
reason,  reason  being  considered  as  a  cause  which,  in- 
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dependent  of  all  the  before-mentioned  empirical  con- 
ditions, would  and  should  have  determined  the 
behaviour  of  the  man  otherwise.  Nay,  we  do  not 
regard  the  causality  of  reason  as  a  concurrent  agency 
only,  I 'lit  as  complete  in  itself,  even  though  the  sen- 
suous motives  did  not  favour,  but  even  oppose  it. 
The  action  is  imputed  to  a  man's  intelligible  cha- 
racter. At  thf  moment  when  be  tells  the  lie,  the 
guilt  is  entirely  his  ;  that  is,  we  regard  reason,  in 
spite  of  all  empirical  conditions  of  the  act,  as  com- 
pletely free,  and  the  act  has  to  be  imputed  entirely 
to  a  fault  of  reason. 

Such  an  imputation  clearly  shows  that  WB  imagine 
that  reason  is  not  affected  at  all  by  the  influences  of 
the  senses,  and  that  it  docs  not  change  (although  its 
manifestations,  that  is  I  he  iimdc  in  which  it  [p.  556] 
shows  itself  by  its  effects,  do  change) :  that  no  state 
in  it.  precedes  a  following  state,  in  fact,  that  reason 
does  nut  belong  to  the  series  ■•  ions  conditions 

which  render  phenomena  necessary,  according  to  laws 
of  nature.  Reason,  it  is  supposed,  is  present  in  all  the 
actions  of  man,  in  all  circumstances  of  time,  and  always 
the  same  ;  but  it  is  itself  never  in  time,  never  in  a  mm 
state  in  which  it  was  not  before;  it  is  iht'rmimng, 
never  <!>t,rmined.  We  cannot  ask,  therefore,  why 
reason  has  not  determined  itself  differently,  but  only 
why  it  has  not  differently  determined  the  phenomena 
by  its  causality.  And  here  no  answer  is  really 
possible.  For  a  different  intelligible  character  would 
have  given  a  different  empirical  character,  and  if 
we  say  that,  in  spite  of  the  whole  of  his  previous 
course  of  life,  the  offender  could  have  avoided  the  lie, 
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(his  only  means  tliat  it  was  in  the  power  of  reason, 
I  that  reason,  in  its  causality,  is  subject  to  do 
phenomenal  and  temporal  conditions,  and  lastly,  that 
the  difference  of  time,  though  it  makes  a  great  differ- 
ence in  phenomena  and  their  relation  to  each  other, 
can,  as  these  are  neither  things  nor  causes  by  them- 
selves, produce  no  difference  of  action  in  reference  to 
reason. 

We  thus  see  that,  in  judging  of  voluntary  [p.  557] 
ions,  we  can,  so  far  as  their  causality  is  cone.  1  1. 
get  ouly  so  far  as  the  intelligible  cause,  but  nc 
beyond.  We  can  see  that  that  cause  is  free,  that  it 
determines  as  independent  of  sensibility,  and  there- 
fore is  capable  of  being  the  sensuously  unconditioned 
condition  of  phenomena.  To  explain  why  that  in- 
telligible character  should,  under  present  circum- 
stances, give  these  phenomena  and  this  empirical 
character,  and  no  other,  transcends  all  the  powers  of 
our  res  on,  11  is,  all  its  rights  of  questioning,  as  if 
we  were  to  ask  why  the  transcendental  object  of  our 
external  sensuous  intuition  gives  us  intuition  in  apace 
only  and  no  other.  But  the  problem  which  we  have 
to  solve  does  not  require  us  to  ask  or  to  answer  such 
questions.  Our  problem  was,  whether  freedom  is 
contradictory  to  natural  necessity  in  one  and  the 
same  action  :  and  this  we  have  sufficiently  answered 
by  showing  that  freedom  may  have  relation  to  a 
very  different  kind  of  conditions  from  those  of  nature, 
so  that  the  law  of  the  latter  does  not  affect  the 
former,  and  both  may  exist  independent  of,  and  un- 
disturbed by,  each  other. 
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It  should  In!  elcaily  underst..od  llial.  ID  what  we 
have  said,  we  hud  no  intention  of  establishing  the 
reality  of  freedom,  as  one  of  the  faculties  which  [p.  558] 
contain  the  cause  of  the  phcuomi  mil  appearances  in 
our  world  of  sense.  For  not  only  would  this  have 
been  no  transcendental  consideration  at  all,  which  is 
concerned  with  concepts  only,  but  it  could  never 
have  succeeded,  because  from  expcrmiuv  ue  can  never 
infer  anything  but  what  must  be  represented  in 
thought  according  to  the  laws  of  experience.  It 
was  not  even  our  intention  to  prove  the  posnibilitij 
of  freedom,  fur  in  tlus  also  we  should  not  have  suc- 
ceeded, because  from  mere  concepts  a  priori  we 
can  never  know  the  possibility  of  any  real  ground  or 
any  causality.  We  have  here  treated  freedom  us  a 
transcendental  idea  only,  which  makes  reason  imagine 
that  it  can  absolutely  begin  the  series  of  phenomenal 
COiiditiiih:-  through  what  is  sensuously  unconditioned, 
but  by  which  reason  becomes  involved  in  an  antinomy 
with  its  own  laws,  which  it  had  prescribed  to  the 
empirical  use  of  the  understanding.  That  this  anti- 
nomy rests  on  a  mere  illusion,  and  that  nature  does 
not  contradict  the  causality  of  freedom,  that  was  the 
only  thing  which  we  could  prove,  and  cared  to  prove. 

IV.  [P.  559] 

SoWHon  of  the  Cosmological  Idea  of  the  totality  of  the 
"'.  1  -ndence  of  phenomena,  with  reyurtl  to  their  exist- 
ence in  gen-  ■ 

In  the  preceding  ch a].  1  ■•  1  we  considered  the  changes 
in  the  world  of  sense  in  their  dynamical  success 
every  one  being  sulxirdiiinte  to  another  as   its  cm 
II.  I  i 
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Now,  however,  tin- 


of 


succession  01  states  is  U 
only  as  our  guide  in  order  to  arrive  at  an  existent 
that  might  be  the  highest  condition  of  all  that  is 
subject  to  change,  namely  the  inrrsxuri/  living.  We  are 
concerned  here,  not  with  the  unconditioned  causality, 
but  with  the  unconditioned  existence  of  the  substance 
itself.  Therefore  the  succession  which  we  have  before 
ns,  is  properly  one  of  concepts  and  Dot  of  intui- 
tions, so  far  as  the  one  is  the  condition  of  the  other. 

It  is  easy  to  see,  however,  that  as  everything 
comprehended  under  phenomena  is  cluuigeablo,  anil 
therefore  conditioned  in  its  existence,  there  cannot 
be,  in  the  whole  series  of  dependent  existence,  any 
unconditioned  link  the  existence  of  which  might  be 
considered  as  absolutely  necessary,  and  that  there- 
fore, if  phenomena  were  things  by  themselves,  and 
their  condition  accordingly  belonged  with  the  con- 
ditioned always  to  one  and  the  same  series  of  intu- 
itions, a  necessary  being,  as  the  condition  of  [p.  560] 
the  existence  of  the  phenomena  of  the  world  of  sense, 
could  never  exist. 

The  dynamical  regressns  bus  this  peculiar  distinc- 
tion, as  compared  with  the  mathematical,  that,  as  the 
latter  is  only  concerned  with  the  composition  of  parts 
in  forming  a  whole,  or  the  dlTOOOn  of  a  whole  into  its 
parts,  the  conditions  of  that  series  must  always  be 
considered  as  parts  of  it,  and  therefore  as  homo- 
geneous and  as  phenomena,  while  in  the  dynamical 
rcgrcssus,  where  we  are  concerned,  not  with  the  pos- 
sibility of  an  unconditioned  whole,  consisting  of  a 
number  of  given  parts,  or  of  an  unconditioned  part 
belonging  to  a  given  whole,  bttfe  with  the  derivation 
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of  a  state  from  its  cause,  or  of  the  contingent  exist- 
ence of  the  substance  itself  from  the  necessary  sub- 
stance, it  is  not  required  thai  the  condition  should 
form  one  and  the  same  empirical  series  with  the 
conditioned. 

There  remains  therefore  to  us  another  escape  from 
tliis  apparent  antinomy :  because  lioth  conflicting 
propositions  might,  under  different  aspects,  be  true 
at  the  same  time.  Thai  (8,  ill  tilings  of  the  world  of 
sense  might  l>e  entirely  contingent,  and  have  there- 
fore an  empiiii-alK  conditioned  existence  only,  though 
there  might  nevertheless  be  a  non-empirical  condition 
of  tin-  whole  series,  that  is,  an  unconditionally  neces- 
sary being.  For  this,  as  an  intelligible  condition, 
would  not  belong  to  the  series,  as  a  link  of  it  (not 
D  as  the  highest  link),  nor  would  it  render  any 
link  of  that  series  empirically  unconditioned,  [p.  56'] 
but  would  leave  the  whole  world  of  sense,  in  all  its 
members,  in  its  empirically  conditioned  existence.  Thk 
manner  of  admitting  an  unconditioned  existence  as 
the  ground  of  phenomena  would  differ  from  the 
empirically  conditioned  causality  (freedom),  treated 
of  in  the  preceding  article,  because,  with  respect  to 
freedom,  the  thing  itself,  as  cause  (substantia  pha> 
nomenon),  belonged  to  the  series  of  conditions,  and 
its  causality  only  was  represented  as  intelligible, 
while  here,  on  the  contrary,  the  necessary  being 

'  'I  us  lying  outside  the  series  of  the 

world  of  sense  (as  ens  cxtramundanum),  and  as 
purely  intelligible,  by  which  alone  it  could  bo  guarded 
against  iteeli  hemming  subject  to  the  law  of  con- 
tingency and  dependence  applying  to  all  phenoun 

1  i  2 
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The  regulative  principle  of  reason,  with  regard  to 
our  present  problem,  is  therefore  this,  that  everything 
in  the  world  of  sense  has  an  empirically  conditioned 
existence,  and  that  in  it  there  is  never  any  uncon- 
ditioned necessity  with  reference  to  any  quality ;  that 
there  is  no  member  in  the  B6Z1M  <rf  COnd  it  ions  of  which 
one  ought  not  to  expect,  and  as  far  as  possible  to 
seek,  the  empirical  condition  in  some  possible  expe- 
rience; and  that  we  are  never  justified  in  deriving  any 
existence  from  a  condition  outside  the  empirical  series, 
or  in  considering  it  as  independent  and  self-subsh-tent. 
in  the  series  itself;  without  however  denying  in  the 
least  that  the  whole  series  may  depend  on  [p.  56  a] 
some  intelligible  being,  which  is  free  therefore  from 
all  empirical  conditions,  and  itself  contains  rather  the 
ground  of  the  possibility  of  all  those  phenomena. 

J3y  this  we  by  no  means  intend  to  prove  the  un- 
conditionally necessary  existence  of  such  a  being,  or 
even  to  demonstrate  the  possibility  of  a  purely  intel- 
ligible condition  of  the  existence  of  the  phenomena 
of  the  world  of  sense.  But  as  on  the  one  side  W8 
limit  reason,  lest  it  should  lose  the  thread  of  the  em- 
pirical condition  and  lose  itself  in  transcendent  expla- 
nations incapable  of  being  represented  in  concrete, 
thus,  on  the  other  side,  we  want  to  limit  the  law  of 
tin'  purely  empirical  use  of  the  understanding,  lest  it 
should  venture  to  decide  on  tli  il»ility  of  things 

in  general  and  declare  the  intelligible  to  be  impossible. 
because  it  has  been  shown  to  be  useless  for  the  ex- 
planation of  phenomena.  What  is  shown  by  this  is 
simply  this,  that  the  complete  contingency  of  all  things 
in  nature  and  of  all  their  (empirical)  conditions,  may 
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wefl  coexist  with  the  arbitrary  presupposition  of  a  ne- 
cessary, though  purely  intelligible  condition,  and  that, 
as  there  is  no  real  contradiction  between  these  two 
views,  they  may  well  liofh  he  true.  Granted  even  thai 
such  an  absolutely  necessary  being,  as  postulated  I  v 
the  understanding,  is  impossible  in  itself,  we  [p.  563] 
still  maintain  that  Una  cannot  be  concluded  from  the 
general  contingency  and  dependence  of  all  that  be- 
longs to  the  world  of  sense,  nor  from  the  principle 
that  we  ought  not  to  stop  at  any  single  member  so 
far  as  it  is  contingent,  and  appeal  to  a  cause  outside 
the  world.  Reason  follows  its  own  course  in  its  em- 
pirical, and  again  a  peculiar  course  in  its  transcen- 
dental use. 

Tin-  world  of  sense  contains  nothing  but  pheno- 
mena, and  these  are  mere  representations  which  are 
always  sensuously  conditioned.  As  our  objects  are 
never  things  by  themselves,  we  need  not  be  surprised 
that  we  are  never  justified  in  making  a  jump  from 
any  member  of  the  several  empirical  series,  beyond 
the  connection  of  sensibility,  as  if  they  were  tilings  by 
themselves,  existing  apart  from  their  transcendental 
ground,  and  which  we  might  leave  behind  in  order  bo 
seek  for  the  cause  of  their  existence  outside  them. 
This,  no  doubt,  would  have  to  be  done  in  the  end 
with  contingent  things,  but  not  with  mere  representa- 
tion* of  things,  the  contingency  of  which  is  itself 
a  phenomenon,  and  cannot  feed  to  SOJ  other  i<- 
-ie>Mi.s  I  .lit  that  whi.rh  dsfeSl  mines  the  0000038600, 
that  is,  which  is  empirical.  To  conceive,  how- 
ever, an  intelligible  ground  of  phenomena,  that  is. 
of  the  world  of  sense,  and  to  conceive  it  as  freed  from 
the  contingency  of  the  latter,  does  not  run  counter 
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either  to  the  unlimited  empirical  regressus  in 
series  of  phenom.  na.  DOT  to  their  general  Contingency. 
And  this  is  really  the  only  thing  which  we  [p.  s<m] 
hod  to  do  in  order  to  remove  this  apparent  antinomy, 
Uld  which  couhl  he  done  in  this  wise  only.  For  if 
every  condition  of  everything  conditioned  (according 
to  its  existence)  is  sensuous,  and  therefore  belongs 
to  the  series,  that  series  is  again  conditioned  (as 
shown  in  the  antithesis  of  the  fourth  antinomy). 
Either  therefore  there  would  remain  a  conflict  with 
reason,  which  postulates  the  unconditioned,  or  this 
would  h«W  to  he  placed  outside  the  series,  i.e.  in  the 
intelligible,  the  necessity  of  which  neither  requi 
nor  admits  of  any  empirical  condition,  and  is  theref-  >iv. 
as  regards  phenomena,  unconditionally  necessary. 

The  empirical  use  of  reason  (with  regard  to  the 
conditions  of  existence  in  the  world  of  sense),  is  not 
affected  by  the  admission  of  a  purely  intelligible 
hi  ing,  but  ascendSj  according  to  the  principle  of  a 
general  contingency,  from  empirical  conditions  to 
higher  ones,  which  again  are  empirical.  This  r 
lative  principle,  however,  does  not  exclude  the  admis- 
sion of  an  intelligible  cause,  not  comprehended  in  the 
series,  when  we  come  to  the  pure  use  of  reason  (with 
reference  to  ends  or  aims).  For  in  this  case,  an 
intelligible  cause  only  means  the  transcendental,  and, 
to  us,  unknown  ground  of  the  possibility  of  the  sen- 
suous series  in  general,  and  the  existence  of  this, 
independent  of  all  conditions  of  the  sensuous  series, 
and,  in  reference  to  it,  unconditionally  necessary, 
is  by  no  means  opposed  to  the  unlimited  [p.  56s] 
contingency  of  the  former,  nor  to  the  never-ending 
regressus  in  the  series  of  empirical  conditions. 
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Concluding  Remark  on  the  whole  Antinomy  of 
Pure  Reason. 

So  long  as  it  is  only  the  totality  of  the  conditions 
in  the  world  of  sense  and  the  interest  it  can  have  to 
reason,  that  farm  the  object  of  the  concepts  of  our 
reason,  our  ideas  are  no  doubt  transcendental,  but  yet 
cosmological.  If.  however)  we  place  the  unconditioned 
(with  which  we  arc  chiefly  concerned)  in  that  which 
is  em  ii'  lv  QOtaide  the  world  ofscn.se,  therefore  beyond 
;i!l  possible  experience,  our  ideas  become  transcendent: 
for  t  ]]•■-,  ■.  1  v  not  only  for  the  completion  of  the  em- 
pirical use  of  the  understanding  (which  always  remains 
an  idea  that  must  be  obeyed,  though  it  can  never  be 
fully  carried  out),  but  they  separate  themselves  end  rel  J 
from  it,  and  create  to  themselves  objects  the  material 
of  which  is  not  taken  from  experience,  aud  the  objec- 
tive reality  of  which  does  not  rest  on  the  completion 
of  the  empirical  series,  but  on  pure  concepts  a  priori. 
Such  transivminit  ideas  haw  a  merely  intelligible ob- 
jrrt.  which  may  indeed  be  admitted  as  a  transcendental 
object,  of  which,  for  the  rest,  we  know  nothing,  but 
for  which,  if  we  wish  to  conceive  it  as  a  thing  deter- 
mined by  its  internal  distinguishing  predicates,  we 
have  neither  grounds  of  possibility  (as  inde-  [p.  566] 
pendent  of  all  concepts  of  experience)  nor  the  slight- 
est justification  on  our  side  in  admitting  it  as  an 
ol.ji.t.  and  wlrieb,  therefore,  is  a  mere  creation  of  our 

nights.  Nevertheless  that  cosmological  idea  which 
owes  its  origin  to  the  fourth  antinomy,  urges  us  on  to 
take  that  step.  For  the  conditioned  existence  of  all 
phenomena,  not  being  founded  in  itself,  requires  us 
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look  out  fur  something  different  frora  all  pheno- 
mena, that  is,  for  an  intelligible  object  in  which  there 
should  be  no  more  contingency.  As,  however,  if  we 
have  muc  allowed  ourselves  to  admit,  outside  the 
field  of  the  whole  of  sensibility,  a  reality  existing  by 
itself,  phenomena  can  only  be  considered  as  contin- 
gent modes  of  representing  intelligible  oljccts  on  the 
past  of  beings  which  themselves  are  intelligences1, 
nothing  remains  to  ns,  in  order  to  form  some  kind  of 
concept  of  intelligible  things,  of  which  in  themselves 
we  have  not  the  slightest  knowledge,  but  analogy, 
applied  to  tbe  concepts  of  experience.  As  we  know 
the  contingent  by  experience  only,  but  have  here  to 
ileal  with  things  which  are  not  meant  to  be  objects 
i 'I' experience,  we  shall  have  to  derive  our  knowledge 
ol'  them  from  what  is  ruBCefiSOry  in  itself,  that  is,  from 
pure  concepts  of  things  in  general.  Thus  the  first 
step  which  we  take  outside  the  world  of  sense,  [p.  567] 
obliges  us  to  begin  our  new  knowledge  with  the 
investigation  of  the  absolutely  necessary  Uein^,  and 
to  derive  from  its  concepts  the  concepts  of  all  things, 
so  far  as  they  are  intelligible  only ;  and  this  we  shall 
attempt  to  do  in  Ihe  next  chapter. 


1  After  HWWiehw»|  si  ml  may  be  added  for  the  snko  of 
I  lit  it  U  often  omitted  in  Kant's  style. 


clearness. 


THE  SECOND  BOOK  OF  TRANSCENDENTAL 
DIALECTIC. 

CHAPTER    III. 
T11K    IDKAL   OF    PURE   REASON. 


Suction  I. 

Of  (he  Ideal  in  general. 

Wi:  have  seen  that,  without  the  conditions  of 
sensibility,  it  is  impossible  to  represent  objects  by 
means  of  the  pure  concept*  of  the  tnuh-rsianding, 
l.K?cause  the  conditions  of  their  objective  reality  are 
absent,  and  they  contain  the  mere  form  of  thought 
only.  If,  however,  we  apply  these  concepts  to  phe- 
nomena, they  can  be  represented  in  concreto,  because 
in  the  phenomena  they  have  the  material  for  forming 
concepts  (if  e\j  .-i  inn  .-.  u  hiotl  Ufl  nothing  but  000 
eepts  i»f  the  understanding  in  OOncr.'to.  /(/,,<«.  how- 
ever, are  still  further  removed  from  objective  reality 
than  the  categorie*,  because  they  can  meet  with  no 
phenomenon  in  which  they  could  be  represented  in 
concreto.  They  contain  a  certain  completeness  [p. 568] 
unattainable  by  any  possible  empirical  knowledge, 

and  reason  aims  in  them  ; ■>  laatical  unity  only, 

to  which  the  empirically  possible  unity  is  to  approxi- 
mate, without  ever  fully  reaching  it. 

Still  further  removed  from  objective  reality  than 
the  Idea,  wouM  to.  be  what  I  call  th  l»y 
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which  I  mean  the  idea,  not  only  in  concreto,  but  in 
imlividuo,  that  is,  an  individual  tiling  determinable  or 
OTen  determined  by  the  idea  alone. 

Humanity  (as  an  idea),  in  its  complete  perfection, 
implies  u<.t  only  all  essential  qualities  belonging  to 
human  nature,  which  constitute  our  concept  of  it, 
enlarged  to  a  degree  of  complete  agreement  with  the 
highest  aims  that  would  represent  our  idea  of  perfect 
humanity,  but  everything  also  which,  beside  this 
concept,  is  required  for  the  complete  determination  of 
the  idea.  For  of  all  contradictory  predicates  one  ©niv- 
eau agree  with  the  idea  of  the  most  perfect  man. 
What  to  us  is  an  ideal,  was  in  Plato's  language  aa 
Idea  of  a  <li rim  mind,  an  individual  object  present 
in  its  pure  intuition,  the  most  perfect  of  every  kind 
of  possible  beings,  and  the  archetype  of  all  pheno- 
menal copies. 

Without  soaring  so  high,  we  have  to  admit  [p.  569] 

that  human  reason  contains  sot  only  ideas,  but  ideals 

also,  which  though  they  have  not,  Uke  those  of  Plato, 
creative,  yet  have  certainly  practical  power  (as  regu- 
lative principles),  and  form  the  basis  of  the  possible 
perfection  of  certain  acta.  Moral  concepts  are  not 
entirely  pure  concepts  of  reason,  because  they  rest  on 
something  empirical,  pleasure  or  pain.  Nevertheless, 
with  regard  to  the  principle  by  which  reason  imposes 
limits  on  freedom,  which  in  itself  is  without  laws,  these 
moral  concepts  (with  regard  to  their  form  at  least) 
may  well  serve  as  examples  of  pure  concepts  of  reason. 
Virtue  and  human  wisdom  in  its  perfect  purity  are 
ideas,  while  the  wise  man  (of  the  Stoics)  is  an  ideal, 
that  is,  a  man  existing  in  thought  only,  but  in  com- 
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plete  agreement  with  the  idea  of  wisdom.  While 
the  idea  gives  rules,  the  ideal  serves  as  the  archetype 
for  the  permanent  determination  of  the  copy  ;  and 

we  have  no  other  rale  of  our  actions  hut  the  conduct 
of  that  divine  man  within  us,  with  which  wo  com- 

pare  ourselves,  and  by  which  we  judge  and  hetter 
ourselves,  though  we  can  never  reach  it  These 
ideals,  though  they  cannot  claim  objective  reality 
(existence),  are  not  therefore  to  be  cousideied  as  mere 
ohimenis,  hut  supply  reason  with  an  indispensable 
standard,  because  it  requires  the  concept  of  that 
which  is  perfect  of  its  kind,  in  order  to  [p.  5*0] 
estimate  and  measure  by  it  the  degree  and  the  num- 
ber of  the  defects  in  the  imperfect.  To  attempt  to 
realise  the  ideal  in  an  example,  that  is,  as  a  real  phe- 
nomenon, as  we  might  represent  a  perfectly  wise  a 
in  a  novel,  is  impossible,  nay,  absurd,  and  hut  little 
encouraging,  because  the  natural  limits,  which  are 
constantly  interfering  with  the  perfection  in  the  idea, 
make  all  illusion  in  such  an  experiment  imj>ossible, 
and  render  the  good  itself  in  the  idea  suspicious  and 

unreal. 

This  is  the  case  with  the  ideal  of  reason,  which 
must  always  rest  on  definite  concepts,  and  serve  as 
rule  and  model,  whether  for  imitation  or  for  criticism. 
The  case  is  totally  different  with  those  creations  of 
our  imagination  of  which  it  is  impossible  to  give  an 
intelligible  concept,  or  say  anything, — which  are  in 
fact  a  kind  of  monogram,  consisting  of  single  lines 
without  any  apparent  rule,  a  vague  outline  rather 
of  different  experiences  then  a  definite  image,  such 
as  painters  and  physiognomists  pretend  to  carry  in 
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their  heads,  and  of  which  they  speak  as  a  kind  of 
vague  shadow  only  of  their  creations  and  criticisms 
tli.it  can  never  he  communicated  to  others.  They  may 
lie  t. Tined,  though  improperly,  ideals  of  sensibility, 
because  they  are  meant  to  be  the  never-attainable 
model  of  possible  empirical  intuitions,  and  yet  furnish 
no  ruli  i  arable  of  being  explained  or  examined,  [p.  571] 
In  its  ideal,  on  the  contrary,  reason  aims  at  a 
perfect  determination,  according  to  rules  a  jirlori, 
and  it  OonoeWeS  an  object  throughout  determinable 
according  to  principles,  though  without  the  sufficient 
conditions  of  experience,  so  that  the  concept  itself 
is  transcendent 

THE  IDEAL  OF  PTJKE  IMC  A  SON. 
Section  II. 

Of  the  Tranaceii(hii/nl  Ideal  (Protofypon 
transcendental  c). 

Every  concept  is,  with  regard  to  that  which  is  not 
contained  in  it,  undetermined  and  subject  to  the 
principle  of  determinnhHity,  according  to  which  of 
every  two  contradictorily  opposite  predicates,  one 
only  can  belong  to  it.  This  rests  on  the  principle 
of  contradiction,  and  is  therefore  a  purely  logical 
principle,  taking  no  account  of  any  of  the  contents  of 
our  knowledge,  and  looking  only  to  its  logical  form. 

Besides  this,  everything  is  subject,  in  its  pos- 
sibility, to  the  principle  of  complete  determination, 
according  to  which  one  of  all  the  possible  predicates 
of  things,  as  compared  with  their  opposites,     [p.  57*] 
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must  be  applicable  to  it.  This  does  not  rest  only 
on  the  principle  of  contradiction,  tor  it  regards  every- 
thing, not  only  in  relation  to  two  contradictory  pre- 
dicates, but  in  relation  to  the  whole  .  \l.ij,  that 
is,  to  the  whole  of  all  predicates  of  things,  anil,  pre- 
supposing these  as  a  condition  a  priori,  it  repre- 
sents everything  as  deriving  its  own  possibility  from 
the  shair  which  it  possesses  in  that  whole  possibility  '. 
This  principle  of  complete  determination  relates 
therefore  to  the  content,  and  not  only  to  tho  logical 
form.  It  is  the  principle  of  the  synthesis  of  all  pre- 
>li  it.*,  which  are  meant  to  form  the  complete  000 
cept  of  a  thing,  and  not  the  principle  of  analytical 
representation  only,  by  means  of  one  of  two  con- 
tradictory predicates ;  and  it  contains  a  transcendental 
presupposition,  namely,  that  of  the  material  [p.  573] 
for  all  possibility  which  is  supposed  to  contain  "  priori 
the  data,  for  the  particular  possibility  of  everything. 

The  proposition,  that  everything  which  exists 
is  completely  determined,  does  not  siguify  only  that, 
one  of  every  pair  of  given  contradictory  predicates. 
but  that  one  of  all  possible  predicates  must  always 
belong  to  a  thing,  so  that  by  this  proposition  pre- 
dicates are  not  only  compared  with  each  other 
logically,  but  the  thing  itself  is  OOmpoittd  transoen- 

1   According  to  thi-  |>iii  'iigiarefen 

■  common  eorrolut- .  Uml  1  tiu  *bol«  poaribtKtgr,  wliich.  if  it  (dint 
1  t li<-  matter  for  nil  po*  LUt  ]■>■  ■  lic»t«-»)  could  l>e  found  in  thfl  idem 
of  any  single  thing,  would  prove  an  affinity  of  all  |KN>*ible  thing*, 
through  tlio  identity  of  tlie  ground  of  iu  complete  datOTafaiatioi 
The-  deterroinability  of  any  concept  i«  subordinate  to  tlm  ii«iwr»i/i'y 
(unncrwlitaa)  of  tho  piii»i|  ludcd  middle.  vhQt  tho 

determination  of  a  thing  in  mburdinnte  (o  tho  totality  (uuivi:r»it*»), 
b(  Mini  \atll  of  all  posuble  predicatta. 
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dentally  with  the  sum  total  of  all  possible  predicat 
The  proposition  really  means  that,  in  order  to  know 
a  thing  completely,  we  must  know  everything  that  is 
possible,  and  thereby  determine  it  either  affirmatively 

or  negatively.  This  complete  determination  is  there- 
fore a  concept  which  in  concrete  can  never  be  re- 
presented in  its  totality,  and  is  .founded  therefore 
on  an  idea  which  belongH  to  reason  only,  reason  pre- 
scribing to  the  understanding  the  rule  of  its  com- 
plete application. 

Now  although  this  idea  of  the  8%m  total  of  all 
/•fMfiliWfy,  so  far  as  it  forms  the  condition  of  the  com- 
plete determination  of  everything,  is  itself  still  un- 
determined with  regard  to  its  predicates,  and  is 
conceived  by  us  merely  as  a  sum  total  of  all  possible 
predicates,  wo  find  ne\  oitheless  on  elosei  examination 
that  this  idea,  as  a  fundamental  concept,  excludes  a 
number  of  predicates  which,  being  derivative,  are 
given  by  others,  or  cannot  stand  one  by  the  [p.  574] 
Bade  ",-  the  other,  and  that  it  is  raised  to  a  completely 
a  priori  determined  concept,  thus  becoming  the  con- 
cept of  an  individual  object  which  is  completely 
determined  by  the  mere  idea,  and  must  therefore  be 
called  an  ideal  of  pure  reason. 

If  we  consider  all  possible  predicates  not  only 
logically,  but  transcendentally,  that  is,  according  to 
their  content,  which  may  be  thought  in  them  a 
priori,  we  find  that  through  some  we  represent  be- 
ing, through  others  a  mete  not-being.  The  logical 
negation,  which  is  merely  indicated  through  the  small 
word  not,  does  in  reality  never  apply  to  a  concept, 
but  only  to  its  relation  to  another  in  a  judgment, 
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and  is  vory  far  therefore  from  being  sufficient  to 
determine  a  concept  with  regard  to  its  content.  Tin- 
expression,  not-mortal,  can  in  no  wise  indicate  that 
mere  not-being  is  thereby  represented  in  an  object, 
but  leaves  the  content  entirely  untouched.  A  traii- 
BGQndenta]  negation.  OB  the  contrary,  UgnifiM  QOfc 
being  by  itself,  and  is  opposed  to  transcendental 
affirmation,  or  a  something  the  concept  of  which  in 
itself  ex  presses  being.  It  is  called,  therefore,  reality 
(from  res,  a  thing),  because  through  it  alone,  and  so 
far  only  as  it  reaches,  are  objects  something,  while 
the  opposite  negation  indicates  a  mere  want,  [p.  575] 
and,  if  it  stands  by  itself,  represents  the  absence 
of  everything. 

No  one  can  definitely  think  a  negation,  unless  he 
founds  it  on  the  opposite  affirmation.  A  man  born 
blind  cannot  frame  the  smallest  conception  of  dark- 
ness, because  he  has  none  of  light.  The  savage  knows 
nothing  of  poverty,  bee,  ha  doe*  not  know  ease, 

and  the  ignorant  has  no  conception  of  his  ignorance ', 
because  he  has  none  of  knowledge,  etc.    All  negative 

concepts  are  therefore  derivative,  and  it  is  the 
realities  which  contain  the  data  and,  so  to  speak,  the 
material,  or  the  transcendental  content,  by  which  a 
complete  determination  of  all  things  becomes  possible. 
If,  therefore,  our  re:ison  postulates  a  transcend. -nt.il 
substratum  for  all  determinations,  a  substratum  which 


1  TI10  observations  unit  calculations  of  astronomers  hare  taught 
us  much  that  is  wonderful;  but  the  a  rtant  is,  tlmi   : 

hero  revealed  to  u*  the  ihyta  of  oar  ignorance,  which  otherwise 
human  reason  could  never  huve  conceived  so  great.  To  meditate 
on  this  must  produce  a  great  change  in  the  determination  of  the 
aims  of  our  reason. 
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a  in. iins,  us  it  were,  the  whole  store  of  materia] 
whence  all  j>< is.-il.l<j  predicates  of  things  may  be  taken, 
we  shall  find  that  such  a  substratum  is  nothing  but 
the  idea  of  the  sum  total  of  reality  (omnitudo  [p.  576] 
realitatis).  In  that  case  ull  true  negations  are  uo- 
tliing  but  limitations,  which  they  could  not  be  unless 
there  were  the  substratum  of  the  unlimited  (the  All). 

By  this  complete  possession  of  all  reality  we  Pi  pn 
sent  the  concept  of  a  thing  by  itself  as  completely 
determined,  and  the  concept  of  an  ens  realissimum  is 
the  concept  of  an  individual  being,  because  of  all  pos- 
sible opposite  predicates  one,  namely  that  which 
absolutely  belongs  to  being,  is  found  in  its  de- 
termination. It  is  therefore  a  transcendental  ideal, 
which  forms  the  foundation  of  the  complete  deter- 
mination which  is  necessary  for  all  that  exists,  ami 
which  constitutes  at  the  same  time  the  highest  and 
complete  condition  of  its  possibility,  to  which  all 
thought  of  objects,  with  regard  to  their  content,  must 
be  traced  back.  It  is  at  the  same  time  the  only 
true  ideal  of  which  human  reason  is  capable,  because 
it  is  in  this  case  alone  that  a  concept  of  a  thing, 
which  in  itself  is  general,  is  completely  determined 
by  itself,  and  recognised  as  the  representation  of 
an  individual. 

'in  logics]  il'Ni  initiation  of  a  concept  by  reason 
is  based  upon  a  disjunctive  syllogism  in  which  the 
major  contains  a  logical  division  (the  division  of  the 
sphere  of  a  general  concept),  while  the  minor  limits 
that  sphere  to  a  certain  part,  and  the  conclusion 
determines  the  concept  by  that  part.  The  [p.  577] 
general  concept   of  a  reality  in  general  cannot  be 
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divided  a  priori,  because  without  experience  we  know 
no  definite  kinds  of  reality,  contained  under  that 
genus.  Hence  the  transcendental  major  of  the  com- 
plete determination  of  all  things  is  nothing  hut  a 
representation  of  the  sum  total  of  all  reality,  and 
not  only  a  concept  which  comprehends  all  predicai 
according  to  their  transcendental  content,  under  itself, 
but  within  itself;  anil  the  complete  determination  of 
every thin»  depends  on  the  limitation  of  this  total  of 
reality,  of  which  some  part  is  ascribed  to  the  thing, 
while  the  rest  is  excluded  from  it,  a  procedure  which 

:"_'m. vs  v, iih  ili.-  %ut  "nt  .if  .i  disjunctive  major,  tod 

with  the  determination  of  the  object  through  one 
of  the  members  of  that  division  in  the  minor. 
Thus  the  procedure  of  reason  by  which  the  tran- 
scendental idea  becomes  the  basis  of  the  determina- 
tion of  all  posnbfa  things,  is  analogous  to  that  which 
reason  follows  in  disjunctive  syllogisms,  a  proposition 
on  which  I  tried  before  to  base  the  systematical  divi 
si. 'ii  of  all  transcendental  ideas,  and  according  to 
which  they  are  produced,  as  corresponding  to  the 
three  kinds  of  the  syllogisms  of  reason. 

It  is  self-evident  that  for  that  purpose,  namely,  in 
order  simply  to  represent  the  necessary  and  complete 
determination  of  things,  reason  doee  not  pre-  [p.  578] 
suppose  the  existence  of  a  being  that  should  cor- 
respond to  the  ideal,  but  its  idea  only,  in  order  to 
derive  from  an  unconditioned  totality  of  compln. 
determination  the  conditioned  one,  that  is  the  totality 
of  something  limited.  Reason  therefore  sees  in  the 
ideal  the  prototy[  ...n  ui"  all  things  which,  as  imperfect 
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copies  (ectypa),  derive  the  material  of  their  possibility 
from  it,  approaching  more  or  less  nearly  to  it,  yet 
remaining  always  far  from  reaching  it. 

Tims  all  the  possibility  of  things  (or  of  the  syn- 
thesis of  the  manifold  according  to  their  content),  is 
considered  .'is  derivative,  and  the  possibility  of  that 
only  which  includes  in  itself  all  reality  as  original. 
For  all  negations  (which  really  are  the  only  pre- 
dicates by  which  everything  else  is  distinguished 
from  the  truly  real  being),  are  limitations  only  of  a 
greater  and,  in  the  last  instance,  of  the  highest  reality, 
presupposing  it.  and,  according  to  their  content,  de- 
rived from  it.  All  the  nuniifoMness  of  things  con- 
sists only  of  so  many  modes  of  limiting  the  concept 
of  the  highest  reality  that  forms  their  common  sub- 
stratum, in  the  same  way  as  all  figures  are  only 
different  modee  of  limiting  endless  space.  Hence 
the  object  of  its  ideal  which  exists  in  reason  only  is 
called  the  original  Being  (ens  originarium),  and  so 
far  as  it  has  nothing  above  it,  the  highest  Being  (ens 
Hummum),  and  so  far  as  everything  as  conditioned  is 
subject  to  it,  the  Being  of  all  beings  (ens  entium). 
All  this  however  does  not  mean  the  objective  [p.  579] 
relation  of  any  real  thing  to  other  things,  but  of 
the  idea  to  concepts,  and  leaves  us  in  perfect  ignor- 
ance as  to  the  existence  of  a  being  of  such  superlative 
excellence. 

Again,  as  we  cannot  say  that  an  original  being 
consists  of  so  many  derivative  beings,  because  these 
in  reality  presuppose  the  former,  and  cannot  there- 
fore constitute  it,  it  follows  that  the  ideal  of  the 
original  being  must  be  conceived  as  simple. 
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The  «li •rivittion  of  all  other  possibility  from  that 
original  being  cannot  therefore,  if  we  speak  accu- 
rately, be  considered  us  a  limitation  of  its  highest 
reality,  and,  as  it  were,  a  division  of  it — for  in  that 
case  the  original  being  would  become  to  us  a  mere 

aggregate  of  derivative  beings,  which,  according  to 

what  we  have  just  explained,  is  impossible,  though  we 
represented  it  so  in  our  first  rough  sketch.  On  the 
contrary,  the  highest  reality  would  form  the  basis  of 
ili  possibility  of  all  things  as  a  cause,  and  not  as 
a  sum  total.  The  manifoldness  of  things  would  not 
depend  on  the  limitation  of  the  original  being,  but 
on  its  complete  effect,  and  to  this  also  would  belong 
all  our  sensibility,  together  with  all  reality  in  pheno- 
menal appearance,  which  could  not,  as  an  ingredient, 
Ijelong  to  the  idea  of  a  supreme  being. 

If  we  follow  Dp  this  idea  of  ours  mid  hypo-  [p.  58°] 
stasise  it,  we  shall  be  able  to  determine  the  original 
being  by  means  of  the  concept  of  the  highest  reality 
as  one,  simple,  all  sufficient,  eternal,  <vx\,  in  One  word, 
determine  it  in  its  unconditioned  completeness 
through  all  predicaments.  The  concept  of  such  a 
being  is  the  concept  of  God  in  its  traiison.lrutal 
sense,  and  thus,  as  I  indicated  above,  the  ideal  of 
pure  reason  is  the  object  of  a  transcendental  thcoloijij. 

By  such  an  employment  of  the  transcendental  i 
however,  we  should  be  overstepping  the  limits  of  its 
purpose  and  admissibility.  Reason  used  it  only, 
as  being  the  concept  of  nil  reality,  for  a  foundation 
of  the  complete  determination  of  things,  without 
requiring  that  all  this  reality  should  be  given  ob- 
jectively and   constitute  itself  a  thing.     This  is  a 

k  k  2 


50O  TRANSCENDENTAL    DIALECTIC. 

re  fiction  by  which  we  comprehend  and  realise  the 

manifold  of  our  idea  in  one  ideal,  as  a  particular  being. 
We  have  no  right  to  do  this,  not  even  to  assume  the 
possibility  of  such  an  hypothesis  ;  nor  do  all  the  con- 
sequences which  flow  from  such  an  ideal  concern 
the  complete  determination  of  things  in  general,  for 
'  1 1 < -  sake  of  virion  alone  the  idea  was  necessary,  <>r 
influence  it  in  the  least. 

It  is  not  enough  to  describe  the  procedure  [p.  581] 
of  our  reason  and  its  dialectic,  we  must  try  also  to 
discover  its  sources,  in  order  to  be  able  to  explain 
that  illusion  itself  as  a  phenomenon  of  the  under- 
standing. The  ideal  of  which  we  are  speaking  is 
founded  on  a  natural,  not  00  0  purely  arbitrary  idea. 
I  ask,  therefore,  how  does  it  happen  that  reason 
considers  all  the  possibility  of  things  as  derived  from 
one  fundamental  possibility,  namely,  that  of  the 
highest  reality,  and  then  presupposes  it  as  contained 
in  a  particular  original  being  { 

The  answer  is  easily  found  in  the  discussions 
of  the  transcendental  Analytic.  The  possibility  of 
the  objects  of  our  senses  is  their  relation  to  our 
thought,  by  whieh  something  (namely  the  i-mpirical 
form)  can  be  thought  a  priori,  while  what  consti- 
tutes the  matter,  the  reality  in  the  phenomena  (all 
that  corresponds  to  sensation)  must  be  given,  because 
without  it  it  could  not  even  be  thought,  nor  its 
possibility  be  represented.  An  object  of  the  senses 
can  be  completely  determined  only  when  it  is  com- 
pared with  all  phenomenal  predicates,  and  represented 
by  them  either  affirmatively  or  negatively.  As  how- 
ever that  which  constitutes  the  thing  itself  (as  a 
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phenomenon)  namely  the  real,  must  be  given,  and 
as,  without  this,  the  thing  could  not  be  conceived 
at  all,  and  as  that  in  which  the  real  of  all  [p.  582] 
phenomeu.'i  is  given  is  what  we  call  the  one  and  all 
comprehending  experience,  it  is  necessary  that  the 
material  for  the  possibility  of  all  objects  of  our  senses 
should  be  presupposed  as  given  in  one  whole,  on  the 
limitation  of  which  alone  the  possibility  of  all  em- 
pirical objects,  their  difference  from  each  other, 
and  their  complete  determination  can  be  founded. 
And  since  no  other  objects  can  be  given  us  but 
those  of  the  senses,  and  nowhere  but  in  the  context 
of  a  possible  experience,  nothing  can  be  an  object 
to  ub,  if  it  does  not  presuppose  that  whole  of  all 
empirical  reality,  as  the  condition  of  its  possibility. 
Owing  to  a  natural  illusion,  we  are  led  to  consider 
a  principle  which  applies  only  to  the  objects  of  our 
senses,  as  a  principle  valid  for  all  things,  and  thus 
to  take  the  empirical  principle  of  our  concepts  of 
the  possibility  of  things  as  phenomena,  by  omitting 
this  limitation,  as  a  tr.-mseeiulent.-il  principle  of  the 
possibility  of  things  in  general. 

If  afterwards  we  hypostaase  this  idea  of  tho  whole 
of  all  reality,  this  is  owing  to  our  changing  dialec- 
tically  the  distributive  unity  of  the  empirical  use  of 
our  understanding  into  tho  collective  unity  of  an 
empirical  whole,  and  then  represent  to  ourselves 
this  whole  of  phenomena  as  an  individual  thing, 
containing  in  itself  all  cmpirieal  reality-  After- 
wards, by  means  of  the  aforementioned  tran-  [p.  583] 
scondental  subreption,  this  is  taken  for  the  concept 
of  1   thing  standing  at  the  head  of  the  possibility 
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of  all  things,  and  supplying  the  real  conditions  for 
their  complete  determination '. 

THE  IDEAL  OF  PURE  REASON. 

Section  III. 

Of  the  arguments  of  speculative  reaton  in  proof  of  the 
Existence  of  a  Supreme  Being. 

Notwithstanding  this  urgent  want  of  reason  to 
presuppose  something,  as  a  foundation  for  the  com- 
plete determination  of  the  concepts  of  the  under- 
standing, reason  nevertheless  becomes  too  soon  aware 
of  the  purely  ideal  and  factitious  character  of  such 
a  supposition  to  allow  itself  to  be  persuaded  [p.  584] 
by  it  alone  to  admit  a  mere  creation  of  thought  as  a 
real  being,  unless  it  were  forced  by  something  else 
to  seek  for  some  rest  in  its  regressus  from  the  con- 
ditioned, which  is  given,  to  the  unconditioned  which, 
though  in  itself  and  according  to  its  mere  concept 
not  given  as  real,  can  alone  complete  the  series  of 
conditions  followed  up  to  their  causes.  This  is  the 
natural  course,  taken  by  the  reason  of  every,  even 
the  most  ordiuary,  human  being,  although  not  every 

1  Thin  idea  of  the  most  real  of  nil  things,  although  merely  a  re- 
presentation,  is  first  rcalixcil,  thut  is.  changed  into  im  object,  then 
hypostasiseil,  and,  lastly,  by  the  nut  urn  1  progress  of  reason  towards 
unity,  as  we  shall  presently  show,  personified ;  because  the  regu- 
lative unity  of  experience  does  not  rest  on  the  phenomena  them- 
selves (sensibility  alone),  but  on  the  connection  of  the  manifold, 
through  the  wndenlawlintj  (in  an  aft/ieretjilion),  so  that  the  unity 
of  the  highest  ruulity,  and  the  complete  dctirriniiiiibility  (possibility) 
of  all  things,  seem  to  reside  iu  n  supreme  understanding,  and  there- 
fore in  nn  intelligence, 
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one  can  hold  out  in  it.     It  does  not  begin  with  con. 

cepts,  but  with  common  experience,  and  thus  has 

something  really  existing  for  its  foundation.  Thai 
foundation  however  sinks,  unless  it  rests  upon  the 
immoveable  rock  of  that  which  is  absolutely  neces- 
sary ;  and  this  itself  hangs  without  a  support,  if 
without  and  beneath  it  there  be  empty  space,  and 
everything  be  not  filled  by  it,  so  that  no  room  lie  left 
for  a  why, — in  fact,  if  it  he  not  infinite  in  reality. 

If  we  admit  the  existence  of  something,  whatever 
it  may  bo,  we  must  also  admit  that  something  exists 
by  urrr^i/ij.  For  the  contingent  exists  only  under 
the  condition  of  something  else  as  its  cause,  and  from 
this  the  same  conclusion  leads  us  on  till  wc  reach  a 
cause  which  is  not  contingent,  and  therefore  un- 
conditionally necessary.  This  is  the  argument  on 
which  reason  founds  its  progress  towards  an  original 
being. 

Now  reason  looks  out  for  the  concept  of  a  [p.  585] 
being  worthy  of  such  a  distinction  as  the  uncon- 
ditioned necessity  of  its  existence,  not  in  order  to 
conclude  a  priori  its  existence  from  its  concept,  (for 
if  it  ventured  to  do  this,  it  might  confine  itself  al- 
together to  mere  concepts,  withool  looking  for  a 
given  existence  as  their  foundation),  but  only  in 
order  to  find  among  all  concepts  of  possible  things  one 
which  lias  nothing  incompatible  with  absolute  neces- 
sity. For,  that  something  absolutely  necessary  must 
exist,  is  regarded  as  certain  after  the  first  conclusion. 
And  after  discarding  evi  Ise,  as  incompatible 

with  that  necessity,  reason  takes  the  one  being  thai 
remains  for  the  absolutely  necessary  being,  win  tin  1 
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necessity  can  be  comprehended,  that  is,  derived 
from  its  concept  alone,  or  not.  Now  the  being  the 
concept  of  which  contains  a  therefore  for  every 
wherefore,  which  is  in  no  point  and  no  respect 
defective,  and  is  sufficient  as  a  condition  everywhere, 
seems,  on    that   account,  to   be   most   compatible  with 

absolute  necessity,  because,  being  in  possession  of  all 
conditions  of  all  that  is  possible,  it  does  not  require, 
nay  is  not  capable  of  any  condition,  and  satisfies  at 
least  in  tliis  one  respect  the  concept  of  unconditioned 
necessity  more  than  any  other  concept  wliieh,  because 
it  is  deficient  and  in  need  of  completion,  [p.  586] 
does  not  exhibit  any  such  characteristic  of  independ- 
ence from  all  further  conditions.  It  is  true  that  we 
ought  not  to  conclude  that  what  does  not  contain 
the  highest  and  in  every  respect  complete  condition, 
must  therefore  be  conditioned  even  in  its  existence ; 
yet  it  does  not  exhibit  the  only  characteristic  of 
unconditioned  existence,  by  which  reason  is  able  to 
know  any  being  as  unconditioned  by  means  of  a 
concept  a  priori. 

The  concept  of  a  being  of  the  highest  reality  (ens 
realissimuin)  would  therefore  seem  of  all  concept* 
of  all  possible  things  to  be  the  most  compatible  with 
the  concept  of  an  unconditionally  necessary  being, 
and  though  it  may  not  satisfy  that  concept  al- 
together, yet  no  choice  is  left  to  us,  and  we  are 
forced  to  keep  to  it,  because  we  must  not  risk  the 
existence  of  a  necessary  being,  and,  if  we  admit  it,  can, 
in  the  whole  field  of  possibility,  find  nothing  that 
could  produce  better  founded  claims  on  such  a  dis- 
tinction in  existence. 
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This  therefore  is  the  natural  course  of  human 
reason.  It  begins  by  "persuading  itself  of  the  exist- 
enoe  of  some  necessary  being.  In  this  being  it 
recognises  unconditioned  existence.  It  then  wrolm 
fi)f  the  concept  of  that  which  is  independent  of  all 
condition,  and  finds  it  in  tliiit  which  is  itself  [p.  587] 
the  sufficient  condition  of  all  other  things,  that  is,  in 
that  which  contains  all  reality.  Now  as  the  un- 
limited all  is  absolute  unity,  and  implies  the  concept 
of  a  being,  one  and  Ruprerae,  reason  concludes  that 
the  Supreme  Being,  as  the  original  cause  of  all 
things,  must  exist  by  absolute  necessity. 

We  cannot  deny  that  this  argument  possesses  a 
certain  foundation,  when  we  must  come  to  a  decision, 
that  is,  when,  after  having  once  admitted  the  exist- 
ence of  some  one  necessary  being,  we  agree  that 
we  must  decide  where  to  place  it ;  for  in  that  case 

1  could  not  make  a  better  choice,  or  we  have  really 
no  choice,  but  are  forced  to  vote  for  the  absolute  unity 
of  complete  reality,  as  the  source  of  all  possibility. 
If  however  we  are  not  forced  to  come  to  a  decision, 
but  prefer  to  leave  the  question  open  till  our  consent 
has  been  forced  by  the  full  weight  of  arguments,  tliat 
is,  if  we  only  have  to  form  a  judgment  of  what  we 
really  do  know,  and  what  we  only  seem  to  know,  then 
our  former  conclusion  does  by  no  means  apj>ear  in  bo 
favourable  a  light,  and  must  appeal  to  favour  in  order 
to  make  up  for  the  defects  of  its  legal  claims. 

For,  if  we  accept  everything  as  here  stated,  namely, 
firtt,  that  we  may  infer  rightly  from  any      [p.  5^] 

I  on  existence  (perhaps  even  my  own  only)  the 
existence   of    an    unconditionally   necessary   being, 
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secondly,  that  I  must  consider  a  being  which  contains 
all  reality  and  therefore  also  all  condition,  as  alwo- 
lutely  unconditioned,  and  that  therefore  the  coneept 
of  the  thing  which  is  compatible  with  absolute  ne- 
cessity has  thus  been  found,  it  follows  by  no  meanfl 
from  this,  that  a  concept  of  a  limited  being,  which 
does  not  possess  the  highest  reality,  is  theref 
contradictory  to  absolute  necessity.  For,  though  I 
do  not  find  in  its  concept  the  unconditioned  which 
carries  the  whole  of  conditions  with  it,  this  does  not 
prove  that,  for  the  same  reason,  its  csristeuce  must 
be  conditioned  ;  for  I  cannot  say  in  a  hypothetical  ar- 
gument, that  if  a  certain  condition  is  absent  (hen-  (In- 
completeness aeeording  to  concepts),  the  conditioned 
also  is  absent.  On  the  contrary,  it  will  be  open  to  us 
to  consider  all  the  rest  of  limited  beings  as  equally 
unconditioned,  although  we  eannut  from  the  general 
concept  which  we  have  of  them  deduce  their  neces- 
sity. Thus  this  argument  would  not  have  given  us 
the  least  concept  of  the  qualities  of  a  necessary  being, 
in  fact  it  would  not  have  helped  us  in  the  least. 

Nevertheless  this  argument  retains  a  certain  im- 
|  lortauce  and  authority,  of  which  it  cannot  be  at  once 
deprived  on  account  of  this  objective  insuf-  [y.  589] 
ficiency.  For  suppose  that  there  existed  certain  obli- 
gations, quite  correct  in  the  idea  of  reason,  but  with- 
out any  reality  in  their  application  to  ourselves,  that 
is  without  any  motives,  unless  we  admitted  a  Supreme 
Being  to  give  effect  to  practical  laws,  we  should  then 
be  bound  to  follow  the  concepts  which,  though  not 
objectively sullici- nr.  are  \  i-t,  according  to  the  standard 
of  our  reason,  preponderant,  and  more  convincing  than 
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any  others.  The  duty  of  deciding  would  here  turn 
the  balance  against  the  hesitation  of  speculation  by 
an  additional  practical  weight ;  nay,  reason  would  not 
lie  just ilh-d,  even  before  the  most  indulgent  judge,  if", 
under  such  urgent  pleas,  though  with  deficient  in- 
sight, it  had  not  followed  its  judgment,  of  which  we 
can  say  at  least,  that  we  know  no  better. 

This  argument,  though  it  is  no  doubt  transcendental, 
as  based  on  the  internal  insufficiency  of  the  contingent, 
is  nevertheless  so  simple  and  natural,  that  the  com- 
monest understanding  accepts  it,  if  once  led  up  to  it 
We  see  things  change,  arise  and  perish,  and  these, 
or  at  least  their  state,  must  therefore  have  a  cause. 
Of  every  cause,  however,  that  is  given  in  ex-  [p.  590] 
perienee,  the  same  question  must  be  asked.  Where, 
therefore,  could  we  more  fairly  place  the  last  causality, 
except  where  there  exists  also  the  supreme  causality, 
that  is  in  that  Being,  which  originally  contains  in 
itself  the  sufficient  cause  for  every  possible  effect, 
and  the  concept  of  which  can  easily  be  realised  by  t  he- 
one  trait  of  an  all-comprehending  perfection  ?  That 
supreme  cause  we  afterwards  consider  as  absolutely 
necessary,  because  we  find  it  absolutely  necessary 
to  ascend  to  it,  while  there  is  no  ground  for  going 
beyond  it.  Thus  among  all  nations,  oven  when 
still  in  a  state  of  blind  polytheism,  we  always  see 
BOme  sparks  of  monotheism,  to  which  they  have  been 
led,  not  by  meditation  and  profound  speculation,  but 
by  the  natural  bent  of  the  common  understaivling, 
which  they  gradually  followed  and  comprehended. 

There  are  only  three  kinds  of  proofs  of  the  exist- 
of  God,  from  speculative  reason. 
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All  the  paths  that  can  tie  followed  to  this  end 
begin  either  from  definite  experience  and  the  j>eeuliar 
nature  of*  thfl  world  of  sense,  known  to  us  through 
experience,  and  ascend  from  it,  according  to  the  laws 
of  causality,  to  the  highest  cause,  existing  outside  the 
world;  or  they  rest  on  indefinite  experience  only. 
tliat  is,  on  any  existence  which  is  empirically  given  ; 
or  lastly,  they  leave  all  experience  out  of  account,  and 
conclude,  entirely  a  priori,  from  mere  concepts,  the 
existence  of  a  supreme  cause.  The  first  proof  [p.  591] 
is  the  /ill  i/sico-fheolngical,  the  second  the  coamuluijical, 
the  third  the  imltihHjival  proof.  There  are  no  more, 
and  there  can  be  no  more. 

I  shall  show  that  neither  on  the  one  path,  the 
empirical,  nor  on  the  other,  the  transcendental,  can 
reason  achieve  anything,  and  that  it  stretches  its 
wings  in  vain,  it' it  tries  to  soar  U-yond  the  world  of 
sense  In   the  mere  power  of  speculation.    With  regard 

to  the  order  in  which  these  three  arguments  should 
be  examined,  it  will  l*e  the  opposite  of  that,  followed 
by  reason  in  its  gradual  development,  in  which  we 
place  them  ourselves.  For  we  shall  be  able  to  show 
that,  although  experience  gives  the  first  impulse,  it 
is  the  transcendental  concept  only  which  guides 
reason  in  its  endeavours,  and  fixes  the  last  goal 
which  reason  wishes  to  retain.  I  shall  therefore 
begin  with  the  examination  of  the  transcendental 
proof,  and  see  afterwards  how  far  it  may  be  strength- 
ened by  the  addition  of  empirical  elements. 
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THE  IDEAL  OF  PI  BE   UEASON. 


Si:itihn   IV. 


[P-  59»J 


Of  the  impossibility  of  an  Ontological  Proof  of  the 
I'rigtence  of  God. 

It  is  easily  perceived,  from  what  has  been  said 
before,  that  the  concept  of  an  absolutely  necessary 
being  is  a  concept  of  pure  reason,  that  is,  a  mere 
idea,  the  objective  reality  of  winch  is  by  no  means 
proved  by  the  fact  that  reason  requires  it.  That 
idea  does  no  more  than  point  to  a  certain  but  unat- 
tainable completeness,  and  serves  rather  to  limit  the 
understanding,  than  to  extend  its  sphere.  It  seems 
strange  and  absurd,  however,  that  a  conclusion  of  an 
absolutely  necessary  existence  from  a  given  existence 
in  general  should  seem  urgent  and  correct,  and  that 
vet  ;ill  the  conditions  under  which  the  understanding 
can  form  a  concept  of  such  a  necessity  should  I"-  en- 
tirely against  us. 

People  have  at  all  times  been  talking  of  an  aW- 
Urtdjf  accessary  Being,  but  they  have  tried,  not  so 
much  to  understand  whether  and  how  a  thing  of  that 
kind  could  even  be  conceived,  as  rather  to  prove  its 
existence.  No  doubt  a  verbal  definition  of  that  con- 
cept iH  quite  easy,  if  we  say  that  it  is  something  the 
non-existence  of  which  is  impossible.  This,  however, 
does  not  make  us  much  wiser  with  reference  [p.  593] 
to  the  conditions  that  make  it  necessary  '  to  consider 
the  non-existence  of  a  thing  as  absolutely  ineonociv- 
able.  It  is  these  conditions  which  we  want  to  know, 
1  R«m1  notfiioauJiif  instead  of  unminjtich.    Noir£. 
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and  whether  by  that,  o.ncept  we  m  thinking  any 
thing  or  not.     For  to  use  the  word  unconditioned,  in 
order  to  get  rid  of  all  the  conditions  which  the  un- 
til i  standing  always  requires,  when  wishing  to  oon- 

pe  something  as  necessary,  does  not  render  it  clear 
to  us  in  the  least  whether,  after  that,  we  are  still 
thinking  anything  or  perhaps  unfiling,  by  the  con- 
cept of  the  unconditionally  linilHWIIJl 

Nay,  more  than  this,  people  have  imagined  that 
ly   a    miiiiher  of  examples  tiny   liad    explained   this 

■  ■■• pi.  at  lirst  risked   at   haphazard,  and  afterwards 

become  quite  familiar,  and  that  therefore  all  further 
inquiry  regarding  it*  intelligibility  were  unnecessary. 
It  WM  said  that  every  proposition  of  geometry,  .such 
as,  for  instance,  that  a  triangle  has  three  angles,  is 
absolutely  necessary,  and  people  began  to  talk  of  an 
object  entirely  out.sidr  tin-  sphere  of  our  understand- 
ing, as  if  they  understood  perfectly  well  what,  by 
that  concept,  they  wished  to  predicate  of  it 

But  all  these  pretended  examples  are  taken  with- 
out exception  from  jiui  only,  not  from  thing*, 
and  their  existence.  Now  the  unconditioned  neces- 
sity of  judgments  is  not  the  same  thing  us  an  absolute 
necessity  of  things.  The  absolute  necessity  of  a 
judgment  is  only  a  conditioned  necessity  of  the  thing, 
or  of  the  predicate  in  the  judgment.  The  above  [p.59-»] 
proposition  did  not  say  that  three  angles  were  abso- 
lutely necessary,  but  that  under  the  condition  of  the 
existence  of  a  triangle,  three  angles  are  given  (in  it) 
by  necessity.  Nevertheless,  this  pure  logical  neces- 
sity has  exerted  so  powerful  an  illusion,  that,  after 
having  formed  of  a  thing  a  concept  a  priori  so  con- 
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Rtitnted  that  it  seemed  to  include  existence  in  it8 
•  I 'I iore,  people  thought  they  could  conclude  with  cer- 
tainty that,  because  existence  necessarily  belongs  to 
the  object  of  that  concept,  provided  always  that  I 
uiri-pt.  the  thing  as  given  (existing),  its  existence  also 
must  necessarily  be  accepted  (according  to  the  rule  of 
identity),  and  that  the  Being  therefore  must  itself  be 
absolutely  necessary,  because  its  existence  is  implied 
in  a  concept,  which  is  accepted  voluntarily  only,  and 
always  under  condition  that  I  accept  the  object  of  it 
as  given. 

If  in  an  identical  judgment  I  reject  the  predicate 
and  retain  the  subject,  there  arises  a  Contradiction, 
and  hanoB,  I  say, that  the  former  belongs  to  the  latter 
1  !.■<•<  .-.--;n-ii_\  Bul  if  I  reject  the  subject  as  well  as 
the  predicate,  there  is  no  contradiction,  because  there 
is  nothing  left  that  can  be  contradicted.  To  accept 
a  triangle  and  yet  to  reject  its  three  angles  is  contra- 
dictor}', but  there  is  no  contradiction  at  all  in  ad- 
mitting tho  non-existence  of  the  triangle  and  of  its 
three  angles.  The  same  applies  to  the  concept  of 
absolutely  necessary  being.  Remove  its  exist-  [p.  595] 
ence,  and  you  remove  tho  thing  itself,  with  all  its 
predicates,  so  that  a  contradiction  becomes  impossible. 
There  is  nothing  external  to  which  the  contradic  i 
could  apply,  because  the  thing  is  not  meant  to  bo 
externally  necessary ;  nor  is  there  anything  internal 
that  could  be  contradicted,  for  in  removing  the  thing 
out  of  existence,  you  have  remored  at  the  same 
time  all  its  internal  qualities.  If  you  say,  God  is 
almighty,  that  is  a  necessary  judgment,  because 
almightiness  cannot  be  removed,  if  you  accept  a  deity. 
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that  is,  an  infinite  Being,  with  the  concept  of  which 
that  other  concept  is  identical.  But  if  you  say,  God 
ia  not,  then  neither  his  a  1  mightiness,  nor  any  other  of 
his  predicates  is  given ;  they  are  all,  together  with  the 
subject,  removed  out  of  existence,  and  therefore  there 
is  not  the  slightest  contradiction  in  that  sentence. 

We  have  seen  therefore  that,  if  I  remove  the  pre- 
dicate of  a  judgment,  together  with  its  subject, 
there  can  never  be  an  internal  contradiction,  what- 
ever the  predicate  may  be.  The  only  way  of  evading 
this  conclusion  would  be  to  say,  that  there  are  subjects 
which  cannot  bo  removed  out  of  existence,  but  must 
always  remain.  But  this  would  be  the  same  as  to 
say  that  there  exist  absolutely  necessary  subjects,  an 
assumption  the  coriertia-H.s  of  which  I  have  called  in 
question,  and  the  possibility  of  which  you  had  under- 
taken to  prove.  For  I  cannot  form  to  myself  the 
smallest  concept  of  a  thing  which,  if  it  had  been 
removed  together  with  all  its  predicates,  should  [p.59r>] 
leave  behind  a  contradiction  ;  and  except  contradiction, 
I  have  no  other  test  of  impossibility  by  pure  concepts 
a  priori  Against  all  these  general  arguments  (wbidi 
no  one  can  object  to)  you  challenge  me  with  a  case, 
'.vliich  you  represent  as  a  proof  by  a  fact,  namely, 
that  there  is  one,  and  this  one  concept  only,  in  which 
the  non-existence  or  the  removal  of  its  object  would 
be  self-contradictory,  namely,  the  concept  of  the  moat 
real  Being  (ens  realissinmm).  You  say  that  it  possesses 
all  reality,  and  you  are  no  doubt  justified  in  accept- 
ing such  a  Being  as  possible.  This  for  the  present  I 
may  admit,  though  the  absence  of  self-contradictori- 
neafi  in  a  concept  is  far  from  proving  the  possibility 
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of  its  object '.  Now  reality  comprehends  existence, 
and  therefore  existence  is  contained  in  the  concept  of 
a  thing  possible.  If  that  thing  is  removed,  the  [p.  597] 
internal  possibility  of  tin;  thing  would  he  removed, 
and  thus  is  self-contradictory. 

I  answer :— Even  in  introducing  into  the  concept 
of  a  thing,  which  you  wish  to  think  in  its  pQBBJpDity 
only,  the  concept  of  its  existeme,  ante  whatever 
disgoiae  it  may  be,  you  have  been  guilty  of  a  contra- 
diction. If  you  were  allowed  to  do  this,  you  would 
apparently  have  earned  your  point :  hut  in  reality 
you  have  achieved  nothing,  hut  have  only  committed 
a  tautology.  I  simply  ask  you,  whether  the  proposi- 
tion, that  this  or  that  thing  (which,  whatever  it  may 
be,  I  grant  you  as  possible)  exists,  is  an  analytical  or 
a  synthetical  proposition  <  If  the  former,  then  by  its 
existence  you  add  nothing  to  your  thought  of  the 
thing;  but  in  that  case,  either  the  thought  within  you 
would  lie  the  thing  itself,  or  you  have  admitted  .1  1 
euce,  as  belonging  to  possibility,  and  have  thus  ap- 
parently deduced  existence  from  internal  possibility, 
Which  is  nothing  but  a  miserable  tautology.  The 
mere  word  reality,  which  in  the  concept  of  a  thing 
sounds    different    from  existence  in  the  concept    of 

1  A  concp|it  i*  nlwnys  possible,  if  it  is  not  self-contradictory. 
Tliis  in  the  logical  characteristic  of  powibility,  and  by  it  tlie  object 
of  tin-  ci>uoe|>t  in  ilmtin^-iiii-hcil  from  the  nihil  nrgi/icum.  But  it 
nevi-rtheleat  be  an  emph  ocnoept,  mile**  the  obji  ility 

of  the  synthesis,  by  which  the  concept  is  generated,  ban  bceu  distinctly 
shown.  This  however,  a*  shown  nbore.  ntust  always  ml  ou  prin- 
ci|Jr»  of  noatilla  (BOH rieuee.  ami  not  on  the  principle  of  analysis 
(the  principle  of  •  • . .  1 . t - , , .  1 1 .  - i  .  1  ■ ';  'I '  i'*  in  a  naming  againit  in- 
ferring at  oik*  from  the  possibility  of  ounccjrts  (logical)  the  |kw- 
litj  i,(  things  (real). 

VOL  II.  1.1 
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the  predicate,  can  make  no  difference.  For  if  you 
call  all  accepting  or  positing  (without  determining 
■a li.it  if  is)  reality,  you  have  placed  a  thing,  with  :ill 
its  predicates,  within  the  concept  of  the  subject,  and 
accepted  it  as  real,  and  you  do  nothing  but  repeat  it 
in  the  predicate.  If.  on  the  contrary,  you  [p.  &ff] 
admit,  as  every  sensible  man  must  do.  tli.it  6V6iy 
1  imposition  involving  existence  is  synthetical,  how 
can  you  say  that  the  predicate  of  existence  does  aa\ 
admit,  of  removal  without  contradiction,  B  <list.inguish- 
ing  property   which   is   peculiar  t<i  analytical 

iODfl    only,  the  very  character  of  which  depends 
on  it  I 

I  might  have  hoped  to  put  an  end  to  this  subtle 
argumentation,  without  many  words,  and  simply  by 
an  accurate  definition  of  the  concept  of  existence,  if  I 
had  not  seen  that  the  illusion,  in  mistaking  a  logical 
predicate  for  a  real  one  (that  is  the  predicate  which 
determines  a  thing),  resists  all  correction.  Everything 
can  become  a  logical  pnd&eais,  even  the  subject  itself 
may  be  predicated  of  itself,  because  logic  takes  no 
account  of  any  contents  of  concepts.  Determination, 
however,  is  a  predicate,  added  to  the  concept  of  the 
subject,  and  enlarging  it.  and  it  must  not  therefore 
be  contained  in  it. 

Being  is  evidently  not  a  real  predicate,  or  a  Con- 
cept of  something  that  can  be  added  to  the  concept 
of  a  thing.  It  is  merely  the  admission  of  a  thing, 
and  of  certain  determinations  in  it.  Logically,  it  is 
merely  the  copula  of  a  judgment.  The  proposition, 
(ln,l  it  almighty,  contains  two  concepts,  each  having 
its  object,  namely  God,  and  almightiness.    The  small 
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word  it,  is  not  an  additional  predicate,  but    [p.  399] 

only  serves  to   put   tin-   predicate  tion   to   the 

subject.     If,  then.  I  take  the  (God)  with  all 

its  predicates  (including  that  of  almightiness),  and 
say,  God  is,  or  there  is  a  God,  I  do  not  put  a  new 
predicate  to  the  concept  of  God.  but  I  only  put  the 
subject  by  itself,  with  all  its  predicates,  in  relation  to 
my  concept,  as  its  object.  Both  must  Contain  exactly 
tin-  same  kind  of  thing,  anil  nothing  can  have  been 
added  to  the  concept,  which  expresses  possibility  onlj 
by  my  thinking  its  object  as  simply  given  and  saying. 
it  is.  And  thus  the  iv.il  dues  not  contain  more  than 
the  possible.  A  hundred  real  dollars  do  not  contain 
a  penny  more  than  a  hundred  possible  dollars.  For 
as  the  latter  signify  the  concept,  the  former  the  object 
and  its  position  by  itself,  it  is  clear  that,  in  case  the 
former  contained  more  than  the  latter,  my  concept 
woidd  not  express  the  whole  object,  and  would  not 
therefore  be  its  adequate  concept.  In  my  financial 
position  no  doubt  there  exists  more  by  one  hundred 
real  dollars,  than  by  their  concept  only  (that  is  their 
possibility),  lwcause  in  reality  the  object  is  not  only 
contained  analytically  in  my  concept,  but  is  added 
l.i  my  concept  (which  is  a  determination  of  my  state), 
synthetically  ;  but  the  conceived  hundred  dollars  are 
DOt  in  the  least  increased  through  the  e\ 
which  is  outside  ray  concept. 

By  whatever  and  by  however  many  prcdi-  [p.  600] 
cates  I  may  think  a  thing,  (even  in  completely  deter- 
mining it),  nothing  is  really  added  to  it,  if  I  add  that 
the  thing  exists.  Otherwise,  it  would  not  be  the  same 
that  exists,  but  something  more  than  was  contained  in 

Ll  j 
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bhe  concept,  and  I  could  not  say  that  the  exact  object 
of  my  concept  existed.  Nay,  even  it'  I  were  to  tliink 
in  a  thing  .ill  reality,  except  one,  that  one  missing 
reality  would  nut  be  supplied  bj  DJ  Baying  that  so 
defective  a  tiling  exists,  but  it  would  exist  with  the 
same  defect  with  which  1  thought  it ;  or  w  bat  exists 
would  he  different  from  what  I  thought.  If,  then;  I 
try  to  conceive  a  being,  as  the  highest  reality  (with- 
out any  defect),  the  question  still  remains,  whether  it 
exists  or  not.  For  though  in  my  concept  there  may 
be  wanting  nothing  of  the  possible  real  content  of  a 
thing  in  general,  something  is  wanting  in  its  relation 
to  my  whole  state  of  thinking,  namely,  that  the  know- 
ledge of  that  object  should  he  possible  a  jwsfer 

l '.  And  here  we  perceive  the  cause  of  our  difficulty. 
If  we  weie  concerned  with  au  object  of  our  senses, 
I  could  not  mistake  the  existence  of  a  thing  for  the 
mere  concept  of  it ;  for  by  the  concept  the  object  is 
thought  as  only  in  harmony  with  the  general  con- 
ditions of  a  possible  empirical  knowledge,  while  by 
its  existence  it  is  thought  as  contained  in  the  whole 
content  of  experienoe.  Through  this  connection  with 
the  content  of  the  whole  experience,  the  concept  of 
an  object  is  not  in  the  least  increased;  our  [p.  601] 
thought  has  only  received  through  it  one  more 
possible  perception.  If,  however,  wa  are  thinking 
existence  through  the  pure  category  alone,  we  need 
DOt  wonder  that  we  cannot  find  any  characteristic  to 
distinguish  it  from  mere  possibility. 

Whatever  therefore  our  concept  of  an  object  may 
contain,  we  must  always  step  outside  it,  in  order 
to    attribute    to   it  existence.     With  objects  of  the 
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sen ms.  tliis  takes  place  through  their  connection  with 
any  one  of  my  perceptions,  according  to  empirical 
laws ;  with  objects  of  pure  thonght,  however,  there 
is  no  means  of  knowing  their  existence,  because  it 
would  have  to  be  known  entirely  a  priori,  while 
our  consciousness  of  every  kind  of  existence,  whether 

m 

immediately  by  perei-ption,  or  by  conclusions  which 

connect  something  with  perception,  belongs  entirely 

to  the  unity  of  experience,  and  any  existence  outsido 
that  field,  though  it  cannot  be  declared  to  be  abso- 
lutely impossible,  is  a  preeuppoeitaon  that  cannot  be 
justified  by  anything. 

The  concept  of  a  Supreme  Being  is,  in  many  re- 
I'cets,  a  very  useful  idea,  hut,  lieing  an  idea  only, 
it  is  quite  incapable  of  increasing,  by  itself  alone,  our 
knowledge  with  regard  to  what  exists.  It  [p.  602] 
cannot  even  inform  us  further  as  to  its  possibility. 
The  analytical  characteristic  of  possibility,  which 
consist.-  in  the  absence  of  contradiction  in  mere 
propositions  (realities),  cannot  be  denied  to  it ;  but 
tin-  comieetion  of  all  real  projtcrties  in  one  and  the 
same  thing  is  a  synthesis  the  possibility  of  which 
we  cannot  judge  a  priori,  because  these  realities  are 
DOt  given  to  us  as  such,  and  because,  even  if  this 
were  so.  no  judgment  whatever  takes  place,  it  beiug 
necessary  to  look  for  the  characteristic  of  the  possi- 
I  ility  of  synthetical  knowledge  in  experience  only,  to 
whieh  the  object  of  an  idea  ean  never  belong.  Thus 
we  see  that  the  celebrated  Leibniz  is  far  from  having 
ieved  what  ho  thought  he  had,  namely,  to  under- 
stand a  priori  the  possibility  of  so  sublime  an  ideal 
Being. 
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Time  and  labour  are  lost  on  the  famous 

ui»t<ilogical  (Cartesian)  proof  of  the  existence  of  a 
Supreme  Being  from  men  concept*;;  ami  a  man 
might  as  well  imagine  that  lie  could  become  richer 
in  knowledge  by  mere  ideas,  as  a  merchant  in 
capital,  if,  in  order  to  improve  his  position,  he  were 
to  add  a  few  noughts  to  his  cash  account. 

Tin;  ideal  OF  I'l'KK  REASON.         lp.603] 

Secxtok  V. 

Of  the  vmjHMfribility  ■fa  Cotmological  jrroqf  tf  ihe 

E'isl <  nee  of  God. 

It  was  something  quite  unnatural,  and  a  mere  inno- 
vation of  scholastic  wisdom,  to  attempt  to  pick  out  of 
an  entirely  arbitrary  idea  the  existence  of  the  object 
corresponding  to  it.  Such  an  attempt  would  never 
have  been  made,  if  there  had  not  existed  beforehand 

a  need  of  our  reason  of  admitting  for  existence  in 
general  something  necessary,  to  which  we  may  ascend 
Bod  iu  which  we  may  rest;  and  if,  as  that  necessity 
must  be  unconditioned  ami  it  />/ inn'  eeri.iin. 
had  not  been  forced  to  seek  a  concept  which,  if 
possible,  sboiild  satisfy  such  a  demand  and  give  us  a 
knowledge  of  an  existence  entirely  a  priori.  Suofa  B 
concept  was  supposed  to  exist  in  the  idea  of  an  ens 
realissimum,  and  that  idea  was  therefore  used  for  a 
more  definite  knowledge  of  that,  the  existence  of 
which  one  had  admitted  or  been  persuaded  of  in- 
dependently, nanudy,  of  the  06008881}  Being,  This 
very  natural  procedure  of  reasou  was  carefully  con- 
cealed, and  instead  of  ending  with  that  concept,  an 
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attempt  was  made  to  begin  with  it,  and  thus  to 
derive  from  it  the  necessity  of  existence,  which  it  was 

only  meant  to  supplement  Hence  erase  that  [p.  60.4] 
unfortunate  ontological  proof,  which  satisfies  neither 
the  demands  of  our  natural  and  healthy  understand- 
ing, nor  the  requirements  of  the  schools. 

The  cosmological  prouf,  which  we  have  nov. 
examine,  retains  the  connection  of  absolute  necessity 
with  the-  highest  reality,  hut  instead  of  concluding, 
like  the  former,  from  the  highest  reality  necessity 
in  existence,  it  concludes  from  the  given  aud  un- 
conditioned necessity  of  any  being,  its  unlimited 
reality.  It  thus  brings  everything  at  least  into  the 
groove  of  a  natural,  though  I  know  not  whether  of 
a  really  or  only  apparently  rational  syllogism,  which 
carries  the  greatest  conviction,  not  only  for  the 
common,  bat  llao  for  the  speculative  understanding, 
and  has  evidently  drawn  the  first  outline  of  all 
proofs  of  natural  theology,  which  have  been  followed 
at  all  times,  and  will  be  followed  in  future  also, 
however  much  they  may  be  hidden  and  disguised. 
We  shall  now  proceed  to  exhibit  and  to  examiue 
this  cosmological  proof  which  I>.-ibniz  calls  also  the 
proof  ci  contingent iu  inumli. 

It  runs  as  follows  :  If  there  exists  anything,  there 

must  exist  au  absolutely  noooauary  Being  also.    Now 

1,  at  least,  exist ;  therefore  there  exists  an  absolutely 
nseenaij  IJeiug.  The  minor  contains  an  experience, 
the  major  the  conclusion  from  experience  [p-too] 
in  general  to  the  existenee  of  the  necessary  '.     This 

1  This  coudtuiou  ia  too  well  known  (o  require  detailed  exposi- 
tion.    It  rc*U  ou  Um  nftxu-eutl y  tramoeudenul  law  of  oauaklitj  iu 
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proof  therefore  begin?  with  experience,  and  is  not 
entirely  a  priori,  or  ontological ;  and,  as  the  object  of 
all  possible  ex;  is  called  the  world,  this  proof 

is  called  the  cosmological  proof.  As  it  takes  no  ac- 
count of  any  peculiar  property  of  the  objects  of 
experience,  by  which  this  world  of  ours  may  differ 
from  any  other  possible  world,  it  is  distinguished, 
in  its  name  also,  from  the  physico-theological  proof, 
wiiich  employs  as  arguments,  observations  of  the 
l»  i-uliar  property  of  this  our  world  of  sense. 

The  proof  then  proceeds  as  follows:  The  in 
sary  being  can  be  determined  in  one  way  only,  that 
is,  by  one  only  of  all  possible  opposite  predicates;  it 
must  therefore  be  determined  completely  by  its  own 
concept.  There  is  only  one  concept  of  a  thing  pos- 
siUe,  which  a  priori,  completely  determines  it, 
namely,  that  of  the  ens  reaJissimum.  It  follows, 
therefore,  that  the  concept  of  the  ens  realissimuui 
is  the  only  one  by  which  a  necessary  Being  can 
be  thought,  and  therefore  it  is  concluded,  [p.  606] 
that  a  Highest  Being  exists  by  necessity. 

There  are  so  many  sophistical  propositions  in  this 
cosmological  argument,  that  it  really  seems  as  if 
speculative  reason  had  .spent  all  her  dialectical  skill 
in  order  to  produce  the  greatest  possible  transcenden- 
tal illusion.  Before  examining  it,  we  shall  draw  up 
a  list  of  them,  by  which  reason  has  put  forward  an 
old  argument  disguised  as  a  new  one,  in  order  to 
appeal  to  the  agreement  of  two  witnesses,  one  sup- 
nature,  that  everything  cunt iiu/cnt  linn  it*  cause,  which,  if  contingent 
ngnin,  must  likewise  have  a  cause,  till  the  scries  of  subordinate 
MOM  <'nds  in  nn  abaoluli ly  iii-rcwary  cause,  without  which  it  could 
in  it  [iu  ci>m|ilete. 
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plied  by  pure  reason,  tlie  other  l>y  experience,  while 
in  reality  there  is  only  one,  namely,  the  first,  who 
baogOfl  his  dress  and  voice,  in  order  to  be  taken 
a  second.  In  order  to  have  a  secure  foundation,  this 
proof  takes  ita  stand  on  experience,  and  protends 
to  be  different  from  the  ontological  proof,  which 
j 'laces  its  whole  confidence  in  pure  concepts  a  priori 
only.  The  cosmological  proof,  however,  uses  that 
experience  only  in  order  to  make  one  step,  namely, 
to  the  existence  of  a  necessary  Being  in  general. 
What  properties  that  Being  may  have,  can  never  be 
learnt  from  the  empirical  argument,  and  for  that 
purpose  reason  takes  leave  of  it  altogether,  and  tries 
to  find  .nit,  from  among  concepts  only,  what  proper- 
ties an  absolutely  necessary  Being  ought  to  possess, 
i.  e.  which  among  all  possible  things  contains  [p.  607] 
in  itself  the  requisite  conditions  (requisitu)  of  atao- 
lute  necessity.  This  requisite  is  believed  by  reason 
to  exist  in  the  concept  of  an  ens  reaJissimum  only, 
and  reason  concludes  at  once,  that  this  must  be  the 
absolutely  necessary  Being.  In  this  conclusion  it 
is  simply  assumed  that  a  concept  of  a  being  of  the 
highest  reality  is  perfectly  adequate  to  the  concept 
of  absolute  necessity  in  existence;  so  that  the  former 
might  )>e  concluded  from  the  latter.  This  is  the 
same  proposition  as  that  maintained  in  the  onto- 
logical argument,  and  is  simply  taken  over  into  the 
cosmological  proof,  nay  made  its  foundation,  although 
1  l.e  intention  was  to  avoid  it.  It  is  clear  that  ab- 
solute .  is  an  existence  from  men'  OOnoeptai 
If  then  I  say  that  the  OODOSpl  of  the  ens  rcalissimum 
is  such  a  concept,  and  is  the  only  concept  adequate. 
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to  necwuMty  existence.  I  am  bound  to  admit  that 
the  latter  may  be  deduced  from   the    former.     The 

whole  conclusive  strength  of  the  so-called  cosmo- 
In^nal  proof  rests  therefore  in  reality  on  tlie  on  to- 
logical  proof  from  more  concepts,  while  the  appeal  to 
experience  is  quite  superfluous,  and,  though  it  may 
Eead  us  on  to  the  concept  of  absolute  necessity,   it 

cannot  demonstrate  it  with  uuv  definite  object.    For 

as  soon  as  wc  intend  to  do  this,  we  must  at  once 
abandon  all  experience,  and  try  tu  find  out,  which 
among  the  pure  concepts  may  contain  the  [p.  <>o8] 
conditions  of  the  possibility  of  an  absolutely  neoeaa 
Being.  But  if  in  this  way  the  possibility  of  such  a 
Being  has  been  perceived,  its  existence  also  has  been 
proved  :  for  what  we  are  really  saying  is  this,  thai 
under  all  possible  things  there  is  one,  which 
with  it  absolute  necessity,  or  that  this  Being  exists 
with  absolute  necessity. 

Sophisms  in  arguments  ;iro  most  easily  disoivred, 
if  they  are  put  forward  in  a  correct  scholastic  form. 
This  we  shall  now  proceed  to  do. 

If  the  proposition  is  right,  that  every  absolutely 
necessary  Being  is,  at  the  same  time,  the  most  real 
Being,  (and  this  is  the  nervus  probandi  of  the  cosnio- 
logicaJ  proof),  it  must,  like  all  affirmative  judgments, 
be  capable  of  conversion,  at  least  per  accidens.  This 
would  give  us  the  proposition  that  some  entia  realis- 
sima  are  at  the  same  time  absolutely  necessary 
beings.  One  en8  realissimum,  however,  does  not 
differ  from  any  other  on  any  point,  and  what  applies 
to  one,  applies  ateo  to  all.  In  this  case,  therefore, 
I   may  employ  absolute    conversion,  and   say,  that 
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:y  ens  realissimum  is  a  necessary  being.      As  this 

proposition  is  determined  by  its  concepts  a  prior* 
only,  it  follows  that  the  mere  concept  of  the  ens 
reaiuwimum  must  carry  with  it  its  absolute  necessity ; 
and  this,  which  wius  maintained  by  the  ontoiogiual 
proof,  and  not  recognised  by  the  costuologtcul,  forms 
really  the  foundation  of  the  conclusions  of  [p.  609] 
1  hi    latter,  though  in  a  disguised  form. 

We  thus  see  that  the  aecond  road,  taken  by  specu- 
lative reason,  in  order  to  prove  the  existence  of  the 
highest  Being,  is  not  only  sis  illusory  as  the  first* 
hut  commit*  in  addition  an  iguoratio  elenchi,  pro- 
mising to  lead  us  by  a  new  path,  but  after  a  short 
liiuuit  bringing  us  back  to  the  old  one,  which  we 
had  abandoned  for  its  sake. 

I  said  before,  that  a  whole  nest  of  dialectical  as- 
sumptions was  hidden  iu  that  cosmologicul  proof,  and 
that  transcendental  criticism  might  easily  detect  and 
ilestroj  it,  1  BhaU  bete  eXHUmi;''''  them  mily.  leav 
ing  it  to  the  experience  of  the  reader  to  follow  up 
the  fallacies  and  remove  them. 

We  find,  first,  the  transcendental  principle  of  in- 
ferring a  cause  from  the  accidental.  This  principle, 
tliat  everything  contingent  must  have  a  cause,  is 
valid  in  the  world  of  sense  only,  and  has  n 
a  moaning  outside  it  For  the  purely  intellectual 
concept  of  the  contingent  cannot  produn-  a  -a  at  he- 
lical proposition  like  that  of  causality,  and  the  prin- 
ciple of  causality  has  no  meaning  and  no  ci 
Of  its  use,  except  iu  the  world  of  sense,  while  he 
it  is  meant  to  help  us  beyond  the  world  of  sense. 

Secondly.    The  inference  of  a  first  cause,    [p.  610] 
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based  on  the  impossibility  of  an  infinite  ascending 
series  of  given  muses  in  this  world  of  sense, — an 
inference  which  the  principles  of  the  use  of  reason 
do  not  allow  us  to  draw  even  in  experience,  while 
here  we  extend  that  principle  beyond  experience, 
whither  that  series  can   never  be   prolonged. 

Thirdly.  The  false  self-satisfaction  of  reason  with 
regard  to  the  completion  of  that  series,  brought  about 
by  removing  in  the  end  every  kind  of  condition, 
without  which  nevertheless  no  concept  of  necessity 
is  possible,  :ind  bv  then,  when  any  definite  c 
have  lieeome  impossible,  accepting  this  as  a  com- 
pletion of  our  concept. 

Fourthly.  The  mistaking  the  logical  pnssihilii 
a  concept  of  all  united  reality  (without  any  internal 
contradiction)  for  the  transcendental,  which  requites 
a  principle  for  the  practicability  of  such  a  synthesis, 
such  principle  however  being  applicable  to  the  field 
i if  possible  experience  only,  &c. 

The  trick  of  the  cosmological  proof  consists  only  in 
trying  to  avoid  the  proof  of  the  existence  of  a  m  ces- 
sary  Being  a  priori  by  mere  concepts.  Such  a  proof 
would  have  to  be  ontological,  and  of  this  we  feel  our- 
selves quite  incapable.  For  this  reason  we  take  a  c 
existence  (of  any  experience  whatever),  and  conclude 
from  it.  as  well  as  may  be,  some  absolutely  necessary 
c.  ii  iii  if  ion  of  it.  In  that  case  there  is  no  necessity 
for  explaining  its  possibility,  because,  if  it  has  [p.  <>t  <] 
been  proved  that  it  exists,  the  question  as  to  its 
possibility  is  unnecessary.  If  theu  we  want  to 
determine  tliat  necessary  Being  more  accurately, 
according   to   its  nature,  we  do  not  seek  what  is 
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sufficient  to  make  us  understand  from  its  concept  tin* 
necessity  of  its  existence.  If  we  could  do  this,  no 
empirical  presupposition  would  lie  necessary.  No, 
we  only  seek  the  negative  condition,  (conditio  nine 
<pia  nun),  witlnmt  whicli  a  Being  would  not  be  abso- 
lutely necessary.  Now,  in  every  other  land  of  .-yllo- 
L'i.  in.-  I.-;, din/  from  n  given  effboi  I"  ttfl  CftDBe,  khifl 
might  well  be  feasible.  In  our  case,  however,  it 
happens  unfoitunately  that  the  condition  which  is 
required  for  absolute  necessity  exists  in  one  single 
Being  only,  which,  therefore,  would  have  to  contain 
in  its  concept  all  that  is  required  for  absolute 
necessity,  and  that  renders  a  conclusion  a  frit 
with  regard  to  such  necessity,  possible.  I  ought 
therefore  to  be  able  to  reason  conversely,  namely, 
that  everything  is  alisulntcly  necessary,  if  that  con- 
cept (of  the  highest  reality)  belongs  to  it.  If  I 
cannot  do  this  (and  I  must  confess  that  I  cann 
if  I  wish  to  avoid  the  oatologica]  proofy  I  hare 
suffered  shipwreck  on  my  new  course,  and  have  come 
back  again  from  where  I  started.  The  concept  of 
the  highest  Being  may  satisfy  all  questions  a  priori, 
which  can  be  asked  regarding  the  internal  determina- 
tions of  a  thing',  and  it  is  therefore  an  ideal,  without 
.in  equal,  Im-cium  the  general  concept  dis-  [p.  Si*] 
bingaiahea  it  at  the  same  time  as  an  individual  being 

among  all  possible  tilings.  But  it  does  not  satisfy  the 
really  important  question,  regarding  its  own  exist- 
ence;  and  if  some  one  who  admitted  the  existence 
of  a  necejwiry  Being  were  to  ask  u>^.  which  of  all 
things  in  the  world  could  be  regarded  as  such,  we 
could  not  answer:  This  here  is  the  necessary  Beio 
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Tt  may  be  allowable  to  a/hnii  the  existence  of  a 
Being  entirely  sufficient  to  serve  as  the  cause  of  all 
possible  effects,  simply  in  order  to  assist  reason  in  her 
search  for  unity  of  causes.  But  to  go  so  far  as  to 
that  wok  a  Being  i  rists  necessarily,  is  no  longer  the 
modes!  language  of  an  admissible  hypothesis,  but  the 
bold  ;i  of  apodictic  certainty ;   for  the  know- 

ledge of  that  which  is  absolutely  DSOSSSan  must  ]i 
possess  absolute  necessity. 

The  whole  problem  of  the  transcendental  Ideal  is 
this,  either  to  find  a  concept  compatible  with  ab- 
solute necessity,  or  to  find  the  absolute  necessity 
compatible  with  the  concept  of  anything.     If  the 

one  is  possible,  the  other  must,  lie  so  also,  for  BSBSOS 
recognises  that  only  as  absolutely  necessary  which  is 
necessary  according  to  its  concept.  Both  these  tasks 
ha  file  our  attempts  at  satisfying  our  under-  [p.  613] 
standing  on  fchu  point,  and  likewise  our  endeavours 
to  comfort  it  with  regard  to  its  impotence. 

That  unconditioned  necessity,  which  we  require  as 
the  last  rapport  of  all  things,  is  the  true  abyss  of 
human  reason.  Eternity  itself,  however  terrible  a nd 
sublime  it  may  have  been  depicted  by  Hsller,  is  far 
from  producing  the  same  giddy  impression,  for  it 
only  -measures  the  duration  of  thing-,  but  does  not 
support  them.  We  cannot  put  off  the  thought,  nor 
can  we  support  it,  that  a  Being,  which  we  represent 
to  ourselves  as  the  highest  among  all  possihle  beings, 
Should  say  to  himself,  I  am  from  eternity  to  eternity, 
there  is  nothing  beside  me,  except  that  which  is 
something  through  my  will, — but  whence  am  I  ?  Here 
all  sinks  away  from  under  us,  and  the  highest    pi  1 
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fertion,  like  the  smallest,  passes  without  support 
before  the  eyes  of  speculative  reason,  which  finds  no 
difficulty  in  making  the  one  as  ••'.'•II  M  the  other  to 
di  nppear  without  the  slightest  impediment. 

Mam  processes  of  nature,  which  manifest  their 
existence  by  certain  effects,  remain  perfectly  in- 
scrutable to  us,  because  ore  cannot  follow  them  up 
far  enough  by  observation.  The  transcendental  ob- 
ject, which  forms  the  Erandatioo  of  all  phenomena; 
and  with  it  the  ground  of  our  sensibility  having  this 
rather  than  any  other  supreme  conditions,  are  aud 
always  will  be  inscrutable.  The  thing  no  [p.  614] 
doubt  is  given,  but  it  in  incomprehensible.  An  idea! 
ofpQie  reason,  h.iwevcr.  c-iiuh  I  be  called  inscrutable, 
because  it  cannot  produce  any  credentials  of  its 
reality  beyond  the  requirement  of  reason  to  perfect 
all  synthetical  unity  by  means  of  it.  As,  therefore, 
it  is  not  even  given  as  an  object  that  can  b  -bought, 
ir  cannot  be  said  to  be.  as  such,  inscrutable  ;  but, 
being  a  men-  idea,  it  must  find  in  the  nature  of 
reason  its  place  and  its  solution,  and  in  that  MUM 
be  '  pable  of  scrutiny.  For  it  is  the  very  essence 
of  reason  that  wo  arc  able  to  give  an  account  of  all 
our  concepts,  opinions,  and  assertions  either  on  ob- 
jective or,  if  they  are  a  mere  illusion,  on  subjective 
grounds. 

'         ■        ''nil  I'. i planation  of  th,  cal  illu 

in  all  trair  al  proof*  of  ih>    ,j',»t.n&  of  a 

Sccettary  Being. 

Both  proofs,  hitherto   attempted,    were    transcen- 
dental, that  is,  independent  of  empirical  principles. 
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I  i  r  although  the-  cosinological  proof  assumes 
its  foundation  bo  experience  in  geneml,  it  does  not 
rest  on  any  particular  quality  of  it,  but  on  pure 
principles  of  reason,  with  reference  to  an  existence 
given  In  ilir  i-inpirical  consciousness  in  general,  and 
abandons  even  that  guidance  in  order  to  [p.  615] 
derive  its  support  from  pure  concepts  only.  What 
then  in  these  transcendental  proofs  is  the  cause  of 
the  dialectical,  but  natural,  illusion  which  connects 
the  concepts  of  necessity  ;ind  of  the  highest  reality, 
and  realises  and  hypoBtasises  that  which  can  only  be 
an  idea  i!  What  is  the  cause  that  renders  it  in- 
iviialle  10  admit  something  as  necessary  in  itself 
among  existing  things,  and  yet  makes  us  shrink  back 
from  the  existence  of  such  a  Being  as  from  an  abyss? 
What  is  to  be  done  that  reason  should  understand 
itself  on  tliis  point,  and,  escaping  from  the  wavering 
state  of  hesitatingly  approving  or  disapproving,  ac- 
■  1 1 1  i  1  •    1  calm  insight  into  the  matter  ? 

It  is  surely  extremely  Stzange  that,  as  soon  a 
suppose  that  something  exists,  we  cannot  avoid  the 
conrlu.NMii  that  something  exists  necessarily.  On 
this  Quite  natural,  though  by  no  means,  therefore, 
certain  conclusion,  rests  the  whole  cosinological  argu- 
ment. On  the  other  side,  I  may  take  any  concept 
of  anything,  and  I  and  that  its  existence  has  never 
to  Ik:  represented  by  me  as  absolutely  necessary,  nay, 
that  nothing  prevents  me,  whatever  may  exist,  from 
thinking  its  non-existence.  I  may,  therefore,  bave 
to  admit  something  necessary  as  the  condition  of 
existing  things  in  general,  but  I  need  not  think  BE  1 
single  thing  as  necessary  in   itself.     In  other  words 
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I  can  never  complete  the  regressus  to  the  [p.  616] 
conditions  of  existence  without  admitting  a  necessary 
Being,  but  I  can  never  begin  with  such  a  Being. 

If,  therefore,  I  am  obliged  to  think  something 
necessary  for  all  existing  things,  and  at  the  same 
time  am  not  justified  in  thinking  of  anything  as  in 
itself  necessary,  the  conclusion  is  im-vital>lc :  that 
necessity  and  contingency  do  not  concern  things 
themselves,  for  otherwise  there  would  be  a  contra- 
diction, and  that  therefore  neither  of  the  two  prin- 
ciples can  be  objective  ;  but  that  they  may  possibly  be 
subjective  principles  of  reason  only,  according  to  which, 
on  one  side,  we  have  to  find  for  all  that  is  given  as  ex- 
isting, something  that  is  necessary,  and  thus  never  to 
stop  except  when  we  have  reached  an  a  priori  com- 
plete explanation  ;  while  on  the  other  we  must  never 
hope  for  that  completion,  that  is,  never  admit  anything 
empirical  as  unconditioned,  and  thus  dispense  with 
its  further  derivation.  In  that  sense  both  principles 
as  purely  heuristic  and  regulative,  and  affecting  the 
formal  interests  of  reason  only,  may  well  stand  side 
by  side.  For  the  one  tells  us  that  we  ought  to  philoso- 
phise on  nature  as  if  there  was  a  necessary  first 
cause  for  everything  that  exists,  if  only  in  order  to 
introduce  systematical  unity  into  our  knowledge,  by 
always  looking  for  such  an  idea  as  an  imagined  highest 
cause.  The  other  warns  us  against  mistaking  [p.  017] 
any  single  determination  concerning  the  existence 
of  things  for  such  a  liighest  cause,  i.  o.  for  something 
nlciolutely  necessary,  and  bids  us  to  keep  the  way 
always  Qp6D  for  further  derivation,  and  to  tn  it  it 
always  as  conditioned.     It",  then,  iing  that  is 
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pen •eivcd  in  things  has  to  be  considered  by  us  as  only 
conditionally  necessary,  nothing  that  is  empirically 

(given  can  ever  be  consiiki>'l  as  absolutely  necessary. 
It.  follows  from  this  that  the  absolutely  necessary 
must  be  accepted  as  uutmle  th<-  world,  because  it  is 
"illy  meant  to  serve  as  a  principle  of  the  greatest 
possible  unity  of  phenomena,  of  which  it  is  the 
highest  cause,  and  that  it  can  never  be  reached  in 
//'/•  wnrhl,  because  tin-  s<coiiil  rule  bids  yon  always 
to  consider  all  empirical  causes  of  that  unity  as 
derived. 

The  philosophers  of  antiquity  considered  all  form 
in  nature  as  contingent,  but  matter,  according  to  the 
judgment  of  common  reason,  as  primitive  and  ne- 
cessary. If,  however,  they  had  considered  matter, 
no!  relatively  as  the  substratum  of  phenomena,  but 
as  existing  by  itself,  the  idea  of  absolute  necessity 
would  have  vanished  at  once,  for  there  is  nothing 
that  binds  reason  absolutely  to  that  existence,  but 
reason  can  at  any  time  and  without  contradiction 
remove  it  in  thought,  and  it  was  in  thought  only 
that  it  could  claim  absolute  necessity.  The  [p.  618] 
ground  of  this  persuasion  must  therefore  have  been 
a  certain  regulative  principle.  And  so  it  is;  for  ex- 
tension and  impermeability  (which  together  con- 
stitute a  concept  of  matter)  furnish  the  highest  em- 
pirical principle  of  the  unity  of  phenomena,  which, 
as  being  empirically  unconditioned,  possesses  the 
character  of  a  regulative,  principle.  Nevertheless,  as 
every  <!■  termination  of  matter,  which  constitutes  its 
reality,  and  hence  the  impermeability  of  matter  also, 
is  an  effect  (action)  which  must  have  a  cause,  and 
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•I  k  reforc  be  itself  derived,  matter  is  not  adequate  to 
Uic  idea  of  a  necessary  being,  as  a  principle  of  all 
derived  unity,  because  every  one  of  its  real  qualities 
is  derived  and,  therefore,  conditionally  necessary  only, 
so  that  it  could  be  removed,  and  with  it  would  be 
removed  the  whole  existence  of  matter.  I f  t  hi .-  w.  i . ■ 
not  so,  we  should  have  reached  the  highest  cause  of 
unity,  empirically,  which  is  forbidden  by  the  second 
regulative  principle.  It  follows  from  all  this  that 
matter,  and  everything  in  general  that  belongs  to  the 
world,  are  not  fit  for  the  idea  of  a  necessary  original 
Being,  as  a  mere  principle  of  the  greatest  empirical 
unity,  hut  that  we  must  place  it  outside  the  world. 
In  that  case  there  is  no  reason  why  we  should  not 
simply  deem  the  phenomena  of  the  world  and  their 
existence  from  other  phenomena,  as  if  there  were  no 
necessary  Being  at  all,  while  at  the  same  time  we 
might  always  strive  towards  the  completeness  of  that 
derivation,  just  as  if  such  a  Being,  as  the  [p.  619] 
highest  cause,  were  presupposed. 

The  ideal  of  the  Supreme  Being  is  therefore,  accord- 
ing to  these  remarks,  nothing  but  a  regulative  prin- 
ciple of  reason,  which  obliges  us  to  consider  all  compo- 
sition in  the  world  as  if  it  arose  from  an  all-sufficient 
necessary  cause,  in  order  to  found  on  it  the  rule  of  a 
systematical  unity  necessary  according  to  general  laws 
for  the  explanation  of  the  world  ;  it  does  not  involve 
the  assertion  of  an  existence  necessary  by  itself.  It 
is  impossible,  however,  at  the  same  time,  to  escape 
from  a  transcendental  subreptio,  which  lends  us  to 
represent  that  formal  principle  as  constitutive,  and 
to  think  that  unity  as  hypostasiRed.     It  is  the  same 
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with  space.  Space,  though  it  is  only  a  principle  of 
sensibility,  yet  serves  originally  to  make  all  forms 
possible,  tin  ig  only  limitations  of  it     For  that 

very  reason,  however,  it  is  mistaken  for  something 
absolutely  necessary  and  independent,  nay,  for  an  a 
priori  object  existing  in  itself.  It  is  the  same  here, 
and  as  this  systematical  unity  of  nature  can  in  no 
wise  become  the  principle  of  the  empirical  use  of 
our  reason,  unless  we  base  it  on  the  idea  of  an  ens 
realissimum  as  the  highest  cause,  it  happens  quite 
naturally  that  we  thus  represent  that  idea  as  a  real 
object,  and  that  object  again,  as  it  is  the  highest  con- 
dition, as  necessary.  Thus  a  regulative  print-  [p.  620] 
ciple  has  been  changed  into  a  constitutive  principle, 
which  substitution  becomes  evident  at  once  because, 
as  soon  as  I  consider  that  highest  Being,  which  with 
regard  to  the  world  was  absolutely  (unconditionally) 
necessary,  as  a  thing  by  itself,  that  necessity  cannot 
be  conceived,  and  can  therefore  have  existed  in  my 
reason  as  a  formal  condition  of  thought  only,  and  not 
as  a  material  and  substantial  condition  of  existence. 


THE  IDEAL  OF  PURE  REASON. 

Section  VI. 
Of  the  impossibility  of  tlie  Physico-tlieoloyical  proof. 

If,  then,  neither  the  concept  of  things  in  general, 
nor  the  expcrieiife  of  any  ,.-.,  is/run-  in  general  can 
satisfy  our  demands,  there  still  remains  one  way  open, 
namely,  to  try  whether  any  definite  experience,  and 
consequently  that  of  things  in  the  world  as  it  is,  their 
constitution  and  disposition,  may  not  supply  a  proof 
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which  could  give  us  the  certain  conviction  of  the  ex- 
istence of  a  Supreme  Being.  Such  a  proof  we  should 
caWphysico-thnilorjical.  If  that, however,  should  prove 
impossible  too,  then  it  is  clear  that  no  satisfactory 
proof  whatever,  from  merely  speculative  reason, 
is  possible,  in  support  of  the  existence  of  a  Being, 
corresponding  to  our  transcendental  idea. 

After  what  has  been  Raid  already,  it  will  [p.  6a i] 
be  easily  understood  that  we  may  expect  an  easy  and 
complete  answer  to  this  question.  For  how  could  there 
ever  be  an  experience  that  should  be  adequate  to  an 
idea  ?  It  is  the  very  nature  of  an  idea  that  no  expe- 
rience can  ever  be  adequate  to  it.  The  transcendental 
idea  of  a  necessary  and  all  sufficient  original  Being 
is  so  overwhelming,  so  high  above  everything  em- 
pirical, which  is  always  conditioned,  that  we  can  never 
find  in  experience  enough  material  to  fill  such  a  con- 
cept, but  can  only  grope  about  among  things  con- 
ditioned, looking  in  vain  for  the  unconditioned,  of 
which  no  rule  of  any  empirical  synthesis  can  ever  give 
us  an  example,  or  even  show  the  way  towards  it . 

If  the  highest  Being  should  stand  itself  in  that 
chain  of  conditions,  it  would  be  a  link  in  the  scries, 
and  would,  exactly  like  the  lower  links,  above  which 
it  is  placed,  require  further  investigation  with  regard 
to  its  own  still  higher  cause.  If,  on  the  contrary,  we 
mean  to  separate  it  from  that  chain,  and,  as  a  purely 
intelligible  Being,  not  comprehend  it  in  the  series  of 
natural  causes,  what  bridge  is  then  open  for  reason 
to  reach  it,  considering  that  all  rules  determining 
the  transition  from  effect  to  cause,  nay,  all  synthesis 
and  extension  of  our  knowledge  in  general,  refer  to 
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iiing  but  possible  experience,  and  there-  [p.  62 »] 
fore  to  the  objects  of  the  world  of  sense  only,  and  are 
valid  nowhere  else  { 

This  present  world  presents  to  us  so  immeasurable 
a  stage  of  variety,  order,  fitness,  and  beauty,  whether 
v.v  fellow  it  up  in  the  infinity  of  space  or  in  its  un- 
limited division,  that  even  with  the  little  knowledge 
which  our  poor  understanding  has  been  able  to  gather, 
all  language,  with  regard  to  so  many  and  incon- 
ceivable wonders,  loses  its  vigour,  all  numbers  their 
power  of  measuring,  and  all  our  thoughts  their 
luvrs.-mv  determination  ;  so  that  our  judgment  of 
the  whole  is  lost  in  a  speechless,  but  all  the  more  elo- 
quent astonishment.  Everywhere  we  see  a  chain  of 
causes  and  effects,  of  means  and  ends,  of  order  in  birth 
Bad  death,  and  as  nothing  has  entered  by  itself  into 
the  state  in  which  we  find  it,  all  points  to  another 
thing  as  its  cause.  As  that  cause  necessitates  the 
same  further  inquiry,  the  whole  universe  would  thus 
be  lost  in  the  abyss  of  nothing,  unless  we  admitted 
something  which,  existing  by  itself,  original  and 
independent,  outside  the  chain  of  infinite  contin- 
gencies, should  support  it,  and,  as  the  cause  of  ite 
origin,  secure  to  it  at  the  same  time  its  permanence. 
Looking  at  all  the  things  in  the  world,  what  great- 
uess  shall  we  attribute  to  that  highest  cause  ?  We 
do  not  know  the  whole  contents  of  the  world,  [p-623] 
still  less  can  we  measure  its  magnitude  by  a  com- 
parison with  all  that  is  possible.  But,  as  with  regard 
to  causality,  wo  cannot  do  without  a  last  and  highest 
Being,  why  should  we  not  fix  the  degree  of  its  per- 
fection beyond  everything  else  that  is  possible!     Tliis 
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we  can  easily  do,  though  only  hi  the  faint  outline  of 
an  abstract  concept,  if  we  represent  to  ourselves  all 
possible  perfections  united  in  it  as  in  one  substance. 
Such  a  concept  would  agree  with  the  demand  of  our 
reason,  which  requires  parsimony  in  the  number  of 
principles  ;  it  would  have  no  contradictions  in  itself, 
would  be  favourable  to  the  extension  of  the  employ- 
ment of  reason  in  the  midst  of  experience,  by  guiding 
it  towards  order  and  system,  and  lastly,  would  never 
be  decidedly  op|x«ed  to  any  experience. 

This  proof  will  always  deserve  to  be  treated  with 
respect  It  is  the  oldest,  the  clearest,  and  most  in 
conformity  with  human  reason.  It  gives  life  to  the 
study  of  nature,  deriving  its  own  existence  from  it, 
and  thus  constantly  acquiring  new  vigour. 

It  reveals  aims  and  intention,  where  our  own  obser- 
vation would  not  by  itself  have  discovered  them,  and 
enlarges  our  knowledge  of  nature  by  leading  us 
towards  that  peculiar  unity  the  principle  of  which 
exists  outside  nature.  This  knowledge  reacts  again 
on  its  cause,  namely  the  transcendental  idea,  [p.  614] 
and  thus  increases  the  belief  in  a  supreme  author  to 
an  irresistible  conviction. 

It  would  therefore  be  not  only  extremely  sad,  but 
utterly  vain  to  attempt  to  diminish  the  authority  of 
that  proof.  Reason,  constantly  strengthened  by  the 
powerful  arguments  that  come  to  baud  by  them- 
selves, though  they  are  no  doubt  empirical  only,  0  I 
not  be  discouraged  by  any  doubts  of  subtle  and 
abstract  speculation.  Roused  from  every  inquisitive 
indecision,  as  from  a  dream,  by  one  glance  at  tin- 
wonders  of  nature  and  the  majesty  of  the  cosmos. 
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reason  soars  from  height  to  height  till  it  reaches  the 
highest,  from  the  conditioned  to  conditions,  till  it 
reaches  the  supreme  and  unconditioned  Author  of  all. 

But  although  we  have  nothing  to  say  against  the 
reasonableness  and  utility  of  this  line  of  argument, 
but  wish,  on  the  contour,  to  commend  and  en- 
courage it,  we  cannot  approve  of  the  claims  which 
this  proof  advances  to  apodictic  certaiuty,  and  to  an 
approval  on  its  own  merits,  requiring  no  favour,  and 
no  help  from  any  other  quarter.  It  cannot  injure 
the  good  cause,  if  i  lie  dogmatical  language  of  the  over- 
weening sophist  is  toned  down  to  the  moderate  ami 
modest  statements  of  a  faith  which  does  not  require 
unconditioned  submission,  yet  is  sufficient  to  give  rest 
and  comfort.  I  therefore  maintain  that  the  physico- 
theological  proof  can  never  establish  by  itself  [p.  625] 
alone  the  existence  of  a  Supreme  Being,  but  must 
always  leave  it  to  the  outological  proof  (to  which  it 
serves  only  as  an  introduction),  to  supply  its  de- 
ficiency ;  so  that,  after  all,  it  is  the  ontological  proof 
which  contains  the  only  possible  argument  (supposing 
always  that  any  speculative  proof  is  possible),  and 
human  reason  can  never  do  without  it. 

The  principal  points  of  the  physico-theological 
proof  are  the  following,  ist.  There  are  everywhere 
in  the  world  clear  indications  of  an  intentional 
arrangement  carried  out  with  great  wisdom,  and 
forming  a  whole  indescribably  varied  in  its  contents 
and  infinite  in  extent. 

2ndly.  The  fitness  of  this  arrangement  is  entirely 
foreign  to  the  things  existing  in  the  world,  and 
belongs  to  them  contingently  only ;  that  is,  the  nature 


SCEXnFATAI.    LI  \l .'.:>    il' 


537 


of  different  things  could  never  spontaneously,  by 
the  combination  of  so  many  means,  co-operate 
towards  definite  aims,  if  these  means  had  not  been 
selected  and  arranged  on  purpose  by  a  rational  dis- 
posing principle,  according  to  certain  fundamental 
ideas. 

3rdly.  There  exists,"  therefore,  a  sublime  and  wise 
cause  (or  many),  which  must  be  the  cause  of  the 
world,  not  only  as  a  blind  and  all-powerful  nature, 
by  means  of  unconscions  fecundity,  but  as  an  intelli- 
gence, hyfreedojn. 

4thly.  The  unity  of  that  cause  may  be  inferred 
with  certainty  from  the  unity  of  the  reciprocal  rela- 
tion of  the  parts  of  the  world,  as  portions  of  [p.  6*6] 
a  skilful  edifice,  so  far  as  our  experience  reaches,  and 
beyond  it,  with  plausibility,  according  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  analogy. 

Without  wishing  to  argue,  for  the  sake  of  argument 
only,  with  natural  reason,  as  to  its  conclusion  in  in- 
ferring from  the  analogy  of  certain  products  of  nature 
with  the  works  of  human  art,  in  which  man  does  vio- 
lence to  nature,  and  forces  it  not  to  follow  its  own  aims, 
but  to  adapt  itself  to  ours  (that  is.  from  the  similarity 
of  certain  products  of  nature  with  houses,  ships,  and 
watches),  in  inferring  from  this,  I  say,  that  a  similar 
causality,  namely,  understanding  and  will,  must  be  at 
the  bottom  of  nature,  and  in  deriving  the  internal 
possibility  of  a  freely  acting  nature  (which,  it  may  be, 
renders  all  human  art  and  even  human  reason  pos- 
sible) from  another  though  superhuman  art — a  kind 
of  reasoning,  which  probably  could  not  stand  the 
severest   test  of  transcendental  criticism  ;    we  are 
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willing  to  admit,  nevertheless,  that  if  we  have  to 
name  such  a  cause,  wo  cuuuot  do  better  than  to  foil 
the  analogy  of  such  products  of  hutnau  design,  which 
are  the  only  ones  of  which  we  know  completely  both 
cau.se  and  effect.  There  would  be  DO  0X0086,  if  reason 
were  to  surrender  a  causality  which  it  knows,  and 

re  recourse  to  obscure  and  indemonstrable  prin- 
ciples of  explanation,  which  it  does  not  know. 

According  to  this  argument,  the  fitness  and  har- 
mony existing  in  so  many  works  of  nature  [p.  617] 
might  prove  the  contingency  of  the  form,  but  not  of 
the  matter,  that  is.  the  substance  in  the  world,  because, 
for  the  latter  purpose,  it  would  be  necessary  to  prove 
in  addition,  that  the  things  of  the  world  were  in 
themsalves  incapable  of  such  order  atid  harmony, 
according  to  general  laws,  unless  there  existed,  even 

their  substance,  the  product  of  a  supreme  wisdom, 
'or  this  purpose,  very  different  arguments  would  be 
required  from  those  derived  from  the  analogy  of  human 
art.  The  utmost,  therefore,  that  could  be  established 
by  such  a  proof,  would  be  an  architect  of  the  world, 
always  very  much  hampered  by  the  quality  of  the 
material  with  which  he  has  to  work,  not  a  creator,  to 
whose  idea  everything  is  subject.  This  would  by  no 
means  suffice  for  the  purposed  aim  of  proving  an  all- 
sufficient  original  Being.  If  we  wish  to  prove  the 
contingency  of  matter  itself,  we  must  have  recourse 
to  a  transcendental  argument,  and  this  is  the  very 
thing  which  was  to  be  avoided. 

The  inference,  therefore,  really  proceeds  from  the 
order  and  design  that  can  everywhere  be  observed  in 
the  world,  as  an  entirely  contingent  arrangement,  to 
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the  existeuce  of  a  cause,  pro,  :/<■  t<>    it.     The 

concept  of  that  cause  must  therefore  teach  us  some- 
thing quite  definite  about  it,  and  ran  therefore  be  no 
other  concept  but  that  of  a  Being  which  possesses  all 
might,  wisdom,  Ac,  in  one  word,  all  perfection  of  an 
all-sufficient  Being.  The  predicates  of  a  very  [p.6a8] 
great,  of  an  astounding,  <>f  an  immeasurable  might 
and  virtue  give  us  no  definite  concept,  and  never  tell 
us  really  what  the  thing  ie  by  itself  They  are  only 
relative  representations  of  the  magnitude  of  an  object, 
which  the  observe]  (of  the  world)  compares  with 
liiuiM  It'  and  his  own  puuer  of  oompvehenaoii,  and 
which  would  be  equally  grand,  whether  we  magnify 
the  object*  or  reduce  the  observing  subject  to  smaller 
proportions  in  reference  to  it.  Where  we  are  concerned 
with  the  magnitude  (of  the  perfection)  of  a  tiling  in 
general,  there  exists  no  definite  concept,  except  that 
which  comprehends  all  possible  perfection,  and  only 
the  all  (omnitudo)  of  reality  is  thoroughly  determined 
in  the  concept. 

Now  I  hope  that  no  one  would  dare  to  comprehend 
the  relation  of  that  part  of  the  world  which  he  has 
observed  (in  its  extent  as  well  as  in  its  contents)  to 
omnipotence,  the  relation  of  the  order  of  tho  world  to 
the  highest  wisdom,  and  tho  relation  of  the  unity  of 
i  1m-  world  to  the  absolute  unity  of  its  author,  4c. 
Physico-theology,  therefore,  can  never  give  a  definite 
concept  of  the  highest  cause  of  the  world,  and  is  in- 
sufficient, therefore,  as  a  principle  of  theology,  which 
is  itself  to  form  the  basis  of  religion. 

The  sup  leading  to  absolute  totality  is  entirely 
impossible  on  the  empirical  road.     Nevertheless,  1 1 
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step  is  taken  in  the  physico-theological  proof.     How 
then  has  thin  broad  abyss  been  bridged  over?    [p.  *>»?] 

The  fact  is  that,  after  having  reached  the  stage  of 
admiration  of  the  greatness,  the  wisdom,  the  power, 
4c.  of  the  author  of  the  world,  and  seeing  no  further 
advance  possible,  one  suddenly  leaves  the  argument 
carried  on  by  empirical  proofs,  and  lays  hold  of  that 
contingency  which,  from  the  very  first,  was  inferred 
from  the  order  and  design  of  the  world.  The  next 
step  from  that  contingency  leads,  by  means  of  tran- 
scendental concepts  only,  to  the  existence  of  something 
absolutely  necessary,  and  another  stop  from  the 
absolute  necessity  of  the  first  cause  to  its  completely 
determined  or  determining  concept,  namely,  that  of  an 
all-embracing  reality.  Thus  we  see  that  the  physico- 
theological  proof,  baffled  in  its  own  undertaking;  takes 
suddenly  refuge  in  the  cosmological  proof,  and  as 
this  is  only  the  ontological  proof  in  disguise,  it  really 
carries  out  its  original  intention  by  means  of  pure 
reason  only ;  though  it  so  strongly  disclaimed  in  the 
beginning  all  connection  with  it,  and  professed  to 
base  everything  on  clear  proofs  from  experience. 

Those  who  adopt  the  physico-theological  argument 
have  no  reason  to  be  so  very  coy  towards  the  transcen- 
dental mode  of  argument^  and  with  the  conceit  of 
enlightened  observers  of  nature  to  look  down  upou 
them  as  the  cobwebs  of  dark  speculators.  If  they 
would  only  examine  themselves,  they  would  find 
that,  after  they  had  advanced  a  -.'nod  way  on  the  sod 
of  nature  and  experience,  and  found  them-  [p.  63©] 
selves  nevertheless  as  much  removed  as  ever  from  the 
object  revealed  to  their  reason,  they  suddenly  leavo 
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that  soil,  to  enter  into  the  realm  of  pure  possibilities, 
where  on  the  wings  of  ideas  they  hope  to  reach  that 
which  had  withdrawn  itself  from  all  their  empirical 
investigations.  Imagining  themselves  to  be  on  firm 
ground  after  that  dttpemte  leap,  they  now  proceed 
to  expand  the  definite  concept  which  they  have 
acquired,  they  do  not  know  how,  over  the  whole 
field  of  creation;  and  they  explain  the  ideal,  which 
was  merely  a  product  of  pure  reason,  by  experience, 
though  in  a  very  poor  way,  and  totally  beneath  the 
dignity  of  the  object,  refusing  all  the  while  to  admit 
that  they  have  arrived  at  that  knowledge  or  suppo- 
sition by  a  very  different  road  from  that  of  expe- 
rience. 

Thus  we  have  seen  that  the  phyBico-theological 
proof  rests  on  the  cosmological,  and  the  cosmological 
on  the  ontological  proof  of  the  existence  of  one 
original  Being  as  the  Supreme  Being  ;  and,  as  besides 
these  three,  there  is  no  other  path  open  to  specula- 
tive reason,  the  ontological  proof,  based  exclusiv.  1\ 
on  pure  concepts  of  reason,  is  the  only  possible  one, 
always  supposing  that  any  proof  of  a  proposition,  so 
far  transcending  tho  empirical  use  of  the  understand- 
ing,  is  possible  at  all. 


THE  IDEAL  OF  PURE  REASON.  [p.  631 J 

Section  VII. 

Criticism  of  all  Theology  bated  on  speculative 
principles  of  I  lea  son. 

If  by  Theology  we  understand  the   knowledge  of 
the  Original  Being;  it  is  derived  either  from  reason 
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only  (theologia  rationalis),  or  from  revelation  (reve- 
lata).  The  former  thinks  its  object  either  by  pure 
reason  and  through  transcendental  concepts  only  (ens 
origin.iiiuin,  realissimum,  ens  eutium),  and  is  Uien 
fjillcd  transcendental  theology,  or  by  a  concept,  lx>r- 
rowed  from  the  nature  (of  our  soul),  as  the  highest 
intelligence,  and  ought  then  to  be  called  natural  theo- 
logy. Those  who  admit  a  transcendental  theology  are 
called  Deists,  those  who  admit  a  natural  theology 
Theists.  Tin-  former  admit  that  uv  may  know  the 
existence  of  an  original  Being  by  mere  reason,  but 
that  our  concept  of  it  is  transcendental  only,  as  of  a 
Being  which  possesses  all  reality,  but  a  reality  that 
cannot  be  further  determined  The  latter  maintain 
that  reason  is  capable  of  determining  that  object 
more  accurately  in  analogy  with  nature.  namely,  as  a 
Being  which,  through  understanding  and  freedom, 
contains  within  itself  the  original  ground  of  all  other 
things.  The  former  admits  a  cause  of  the  [p.  63a] 
world  only  (whether  through  the  necessity  of  its 
nature  or  through  freedom,  remains  undecided),  the 
latter  an  author  of  the  world. 

Transcendental  theology,  again,  either  derives  the 
existence  of  the  Original  Being  from  an  experience  in 
general  (without  saying  anything  about  the  world, 
to  which  it  belongs),  and  is  then  called  Cosmothenlogy; 
or  it  believes  that  it  can  know  its  existence,  without 
the  help  of  any  experience  whatsoever,  and  by  mere 
concepts,  and  is  then  called  Qnlotheology. 

Natural  Iheofoipj  infers  the  qualities  and  the  exist- 
ence of  an  author  of  the  world  from  the  constitu- 
tion, the  order,  and  the  unity,  which  are  seen  in  this 
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world,  in  which  two  kinds  of  causality  with  their 
rules  must  be  admitted,  namely,  nature  and  freedom. 
It  ascends  from  this  world  to  the  highest  intelli- 
gence as  the  principle  either  of  all  natural  or  of 
all  moral  order  and  perfection.  In  the  former  case  it 
is  called   Physico-theologij,  in   the   other   Ethico-theo- 

lopy1- 

As  we  are  accustomed  to  understand  by  the  con- 
cept of  God,  not  only  a  blindly  working  eternal 
nature,  as  the  root  of  all  things,  but  a  Supreme  Being, 
which,  through  understanding  and  freedom,  [p.  633] 
is  supposed  to  be  the  author  of  all  things,  and  as  it  is 
this  concept  alone  in  which  we  really  take  an  interest, 
one  might  strictly  deny  to  the  Deist  all  belief  in 
God,  and  allow  him  only  the  maintaining  of  an 
original  Being,  or  a  supreme  cause.  But  as  no  one, 
simply  because  he  does  not  dare  to  assert,  ought  to 
be  accused  of  denying  a  thing,  it  is  kinder  and  juster 
to  say,  that  the  Deiet  believes  in  a  God,  but  the 
Theitt  in  a  tiring  God  (sumina  intelligentia).  We 
shall  now  try  to  discover  the  possible  sources  of  all 
these  attempts  of  reason. 

I  shall  not  do  more,  at  present,  than  define 
theoretical  knowledge  as  one  by  which  I  know  what 
(htre  is,  practical  knowledge  as  one  by  which  I 
represent  to  myself  what  ought  to  be.  Hence  the 
theoretical  use  of  reason  is  that  by  which  I  know 
a  priori  (as  necessary)  that  something  is,  while  the 


1  Not  theological  Ethic* :  for  thea©  contain  moral  law*,  which 
presuppc*  the  existence  of  a  supreme  ruler  of  the  world,  while 
Eehico-Uieology  b  the  conviction  of  the  exitteoce  of  a  Supreme 
Being,  founded  on  moral  law*. 
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practical  use  of  reason  is  that  by  which  I  know 
a  priori  what  ought  to  be.  If  then  it  is  certain, 
beyond  the  possibility  of  doubt,  that  something  is, 
or  that  something  ought  to  be,  though  both  are 
conditioned,  then  a  certain  definite  condition  of  it 
may  be  either  absolutely  necessary,  or  presupposed 
only  as  possible  and  contingent.  In  the  former  case, 
the  condition  is  postulated  (per  thesiu),  in  the  latter 
supposed  (per  hypothesin).  As  there  are  practical 
laws,  which  are  absolutely  necessary  (the  moral  laws), 
it  follows,  if  they  necessarily  presuppose  any  [p.  63-1] 
existence  as  the  condition  of  the  possibility  of  their 
obligatory  power,  that  the  existence  of  that  condition 
must  Ik;  populated,  because  the  conditioned,  from 
which  we  infer  that  condition,  has  been  recognised  a 
priori  as  absolutely  necessary.  On  a  future  occasion 
we  shall  show  that  the  moral  laws  not  only  presup- 
pose the  existence  of  a  Supreme  Being,  but  that,  as 
they  are  in  Other  respects  absolutely  necessary,  tliry 
postulate  it  by  rights  though  of  course  practically 
only.  For  the  present  we  leave  this  mode  of  ar- 
gument untouched. 

If  we  only  speak  of  that  which  is,  not  of  that 
which  ought  to  be,  the  conditioned  given  to  us  in 
exjwrience  is  always  conceived  as  contingent,  and  the 
condition  belonging  to  it  can  therefore  not  be  known 
as  absolutely  necessary,  but  serves  only  as  a  rela- 
tively necessary,  or  rather  needful,  though  in  itself 
and  a  priori  arbitrary  supposition  for  a  ratioual  under- 
standing of  the  conditioned.  If,  therefore,  we  wish  to 
know  in  our  theoretical  knowledge  the  absolute  neces- 
sity of  a  thing,  this  could  only  be  done  from  concepts 
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a  priori,  and  never  as  of  a  cause  in  reference  to  an 
existence  which  is  given  in  experience. 

I  cull  a  theoretical  knowledge  speculative,  if  it  re- 
lates to  an  object,  or  such  concepts  of  an  object,  which 
we  can  never  reach  in  any  experience.  It  is  opposed 
to  onr  knowledge  of nature,  which  relates  to  [p.  63s] 
no  other  objects  or  predicates  of  theta  except  thoue 
tli.it  can  be  given  in  ;i  possible  experience. 

From  something  that  happens  (the  empirically  con- 
tingent), as  an  effect,  to  infer  a  cause,  is  a  principle  of 
natural,  though  not  of  speculative  knowledge.  For,  if 
we  no  longer  use  it  as  a  principle  involving  the  condi- 
tion of  possible  experience,  and,  leaving  out  everything 
that  is  empirical,  try  to  apply  it  to  the  contingent  in 
general,  then  does  not  n  iu.i in  the  smallest  justifica- 
tion of  such  a  synthetical  proposition,  showing  how 
from  something  which  is,  there  can  be  a  transition 
to  something  totally  different,  which  we  call  cause  : 
nay.  in  such  purely  speculative  application,  the  con- 
cepts both  of  cause  and  of  the  contingent  lose  all 
meaning,  the  objective  reality  of  which  would  l>e 
made  intelligible  in  the  eeaewte, 

If  from  the  existence  of  thing*  in  the  world  we 
infer  their  cause,  we  are  using  reason  not  naturally, 
but  speculatively*  Speculatively  reason  refers  not 
the  things  themselves  (substances),  but  only  that 
which  happens,  their  states,  as  empirically  contingent, 
to  some  cause;  but  it  could  know  speculatively  only 
that  a  substance  itself  (matter)  is  contingent  in  its 
existence.  And  even  if  we  were  thinking  only  [p.  ^36] 
of  the  form  of  the  world,  the  manner  of  its  oonpositii  <D 
and  its  change,  and  tried  to  infer  from  this  a  cause 
vol.  11.  N  n 
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totally  different  from  the  world,  this  would  he  again 
.1  judgment  of  speculative  reason  Ottlv  ;  becausu  the 
object  hero  is  not  an  object  of  any  possible  ex- 
perience. In  this  case  the  principle  of  causality, 
which  is  valid  within  the  field  of  experience  only; 
and  utterly  useless,  nay  even  meaningless,  outside  it, 
would  be  totally  diverted  from  its  proper  destina- 
tion. 

What  I  maintain  then  is,  that  all  attempts  at  a 
purely  speculative  use  of  reason,  with  reference  to 
theology,  are  entirely  useless  and  intrinsically  null 
and  void,  while  the  principlefl  of  their  natural  use  can 
never  lead  to  any  theology,  so  that  unless  we  depend 
on  moral  laws,  ..rare  guided  by  them,  there  cannot  be 
any  theology  of  reason.  For  all  synthetical  principles 
of  the  understanding  are  applicable  iuimanciitly  only, 
i.e.  within  its  own  sphere,  while,  in  order  to  arrive  at 
the  knowledge  of  a  Supreme  Being,  we  must  use  t  linn 
transecndentally,  and  for  this  our  understanding  is  not 
prepared.  If  the  empirically  valid  law  of  causality 
is  to  conduct  us  to  the  Original  Being,  that  Being 
must  belong  to  the  chain  of  objects  of  experience, 
and  in  that  case  it  would,  like  all  phenomena,  be 
itself  conditioned.  And  even  if  that  sudden  [p.  637] 
jump  beyond  the  limits  of  experience,  according  to 
the  dynamical  law  of  the  relation  of  effects  to  tl 
causes,  could  be  allowed,  what  concept  could  we  gain 
by  this  proceeding?  Certainly  no  concept  of  a  Su- 
preme Being,  because  experience  never  presents  to 
us  the  greatest  of  all  possible  effects,  to  bear  witness 
of  its  cause.  I  f  we  claim  to  be  allowed,  only  in  order 
to  leave  no  void  in  our  reason,  to  supply  this  defect 
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in  the  complete  determination  of  that  cause  by  the 
more  idea  of  the  highest  |>erfection  and  of  original 
necessity,  this  may  possibly  l>e  granted  as  a  favour, 
but  can  never  be  demanded  on  the  strength  of  an 
irresistible  proof.  The  physico- theological  proof, 
as  connecting  speculation  with  intuition,  might  pos- 
sibly therefore  Ik:  osed  in  rapport  <»f  other  proofs 
(if  they  existed) ;  it  cannot  however  finish  the 
task  for  itself,  but  can  only  prepare  the  understand- 
ing for  theological  knowledge,  and  impart  to  it 
right  and  natural  direction. 

It  must  have  been  seen  from  this  that  tran- 
scendental questions  admit  of  transcendental  answers 
only,  that  is,  of  such  which  consist  of  mere  concepts 
a  priori,  without  any  empirical  admixture.  Our 
question,  however,  is  clearly  synthetical,  and  requires 
an  extension  of  our  knowledge  beyond  all  limits  of 
experience,  till  it  reaches  the  existence  of  a  Being 
which  is  to  correspond  to  our  pure  idea,  [\k  638] 
though  no  experience  can  ever  be  adequate  to  it. 
According  to  our  former  proofs,  all  synthetical  know- 
lodge  a  priori  is  possible  only,  if  it  conforms  to  the 
formal  conditions  of  a  possible  experience.  All  these 
principles  therefore  arc  of  immanent  validity  only. 
that  is,  they  must  remain  within  the  sphere  of  ob- 
jects of  empirical  knowledge,  or  of  phenomena. 
Nothing,  therefore,  can  be  achieved  by  a  tran- 
scendental procedure  witli  reference  to  the  theology 
of  a  purely  speculative  reason. 

If  jH'ople,  liowent,  should  prefer  to  call  in  ques- 
tion all  the  former  proofs  of  the  Analytic,  rather  than 
allow  themselves  to  be  robbed  of  their  jM-Tsuasion  of 

s  n  2 
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nave 
ihould 
idjftk 
allacy 


the  value  of  the  proofs  on  which  they  have  rested  so 
i  bs  they  surely  cannot  decline  my  request,  when 
I  ask  them  fao  justify  themselves,  at  least  on  this 
point,  in  wluit  manner,  and  by  what  kind  of  illumina- 
tion they  trust  themselves  to  soar  above  all  possible 
experience,  on  the  wings  of  pure  ideas.  I  must  ask 
to  be  excused  from  listening  to  new  proofs,  or  to  the 
tinkered  workmanship  of  the  old.  No  doubt  the 
choice  is  not  great,  for  all  speculative  proofs  end  in 
the  one,  namely,  the  ontological ;  nor  need  I  fear 
to  be  much  troubled  by  the  inventive  fertility  of  the 
dogmatical  defenders  of  that  reason  which  they  have 
delivered  from  the  bondage  of  the  senses  ;  nor  slum 
I  even,  without  considering  myself  a  very  formida 
antai/onatj  fccline  the  challenge  to  detect  the  t: i 
iu  every  one  of  their  attempts,  and  thus  to  [p.  639] 
dispose  of  their  pretensions.  But  I  know  too  well 
that  the  hope  of  better  success  will  never  be  surren- 
dered by  those  who  have  once  accustomed  themselves 
to  dogmatical  persuasion,  and  I  therefore  restrict  my- 
self to  the  one  just  demand,  that  rny  opponents  should 
explain  in  general,  from  the  nature  of  the  human 
understanding,  or  from  any  other  sources  of  know- 
ledge, what  we  are  to  do  in  order  to  extend  our  know- 
ledge entirely  a  priori,  and  to  carry  it  to  a  point 
where  no  possible  experience,  and  therefore  no  means 
whatever,  is  able  to  secure  to  a  concept  invented  by 
ourselves  its  objective  reality.  In  whatever  way  the 
understanding  may  have  reached  that  concept,  it  is 
clearly  impossible  that  the  existence  of  its  object 
could  be  found  in  it  through  analysis,  because  the 
very  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the  object  implies 
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that  it  exists  outside  our  thought*.  We  cannot  in  fact 
go  beyond  concept*,  nor,  unless  we  follow  the  em- 
pirical connection  by  which  nothing  but  phenomena 

ean  l"-  given,  hope  todunorai  00*  olgeoiB-aad  mag 

inary  beings. 

Although  then  reason,  in  it*»  purely  speculative  ap- 
plication, is  utterly  insufficient  for  this  great  under- 
taking, namely,  to  prove  the  existence  of  a  Supreme 
Being,  it  has  nevertheless  this  great  advantage  of 
being  able  to  correct  our  knowledge  of  it,  if  [\k  640] 
it  can  be  acquired  from  elsewhere,  to  make  it  con- 
sistent with  itself  ami  every  intelligible  view,  and 
to  purity  it  from  every  tiling  incompatible  with  the 
concept  of  an  Original  Being,  and  from  all  admix- 
ture of  empirical  limitations. 

In  spite  of  its  insufficiency,  therefore,  transcenden- 
tal theology  has  a  very  important,  negative  ose,  as 
a  constant  test  of  our  reason,  when  occupied  with 
pure  ideas  only,  which,  as  such,  admit  of  a  tran- 
scendental standard  only.  For  suppose  that  on  prac- 
tical grounds,  tl>e  admission  of  a  highest  and  all 
nffident  Being,  as  the  highest  intelligence,  were  to 
maintain  its  validity  without  contradiction,  it  would 
1*-  of  tin-  greatest  imjxirtaiice  that  we  should  Ihj  able 
to  determine  that  concept  accurately  on  its  tran- 
scendental side,  as  the  concept  of  a  necessary  and 
most  real  Being,  to  remove  from  it  what  is  contra- 
dictory to  that  highest  reality  and  jmrely  phenomenal 
(anthropomorphic  in  the  widest  sense),  and  at  the 
same  time  to  put  an  end  to  all  opposite  assertions, 
whether  atlteiftic,  dvitfJC,  or  antkrojtotnorpiiistic.  Sin  li 
a  critical  treatment  would  not  be  difficult,  bccaitae 
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same  arguments  by  which  the  insufficiency  of  human 
reason  in  asserting  the  existence  of  such  a  [p.  64  r] 
Being  has  been  proved,  must  be  sufficient  also  to 
prove  the  invalidity  of  opposite  assertions.  For 
whence  can  anybody,  through  pure  speculation  of 
reason,  derive  his  knowledge  that  there  is  no  Supreme 
Being,  as  the  cause  of  all  that  exists,  or  that  it  can 
claim  none  of  those  qualities  which  we,  to  judge  from 
their  effects,  represent  to  ourselves  as  compatible  with 
the  dynamical  realities  of  a  thinking  Being,  or  that, 
in  the  Latter  0880,  they  would  be  subject  to  all  those 
limitations  which  sensibility  imposes  inevitably  on 
all  the  intelligences  known  to  us  by  experience? 

For  the  purely  speculative  use  of  reason,  therefore, 
tlu  Supreme  Being  remains,  no  doubt,  an  ideal  only, 
but  an  ideal  without  n  jlair,  a  concept  which  finishes 
and  crowns  the  whole  of  human  knowledge,  and 
the  objective  reality  of  which,  though  it  cannot  bo 
proved,  can  neither  be  disproved  in  that  way.  If 
then  there  should  be  an  Ethico-theology  to  supply 
that  deficiency,  transcendental  theology,  which  he  I 
was  problematical  oidy,  would  ,  prove  itself  indis- 
pensable in  determining  its  concept,  and  in  cm 
stantly  testing  reason,  which  is  so  often  deceived 
by  sensibility,  and  not  even  always  in  harmony  with 
its  own  ideas.  Necessity,  infinity,  unity,  extra  mun- 
dane existence  (not  as  a  world-soul),  eternity,  free 
from  conditions  of  time,  omnipresence,  free  from  condi- 
tions of  space,  omnipotence,  &c.  all  these  are  [p.  64a] 
transcendental  predicates,  and  their  purified  concepts, 
which  are  required  for  every  theology,  can  be  derived 
from  transcendental  theology  only. 


TRANSCEVnFNTAI.   DIALECTIC 


551 


APPENDIX 


to  the  Transcendental  DiaUciic. 
Of  the  regulative  Use  of  tke  Ideas  of  pure  Reason. 

The  result  of  all  the  dialectical  attempts  of  pure 
reason  does  not  only  confirm  what  we  proved  in  the 
transcendental  Analytic,  munch-,  that  all  our  con- 
clusions, which  are  to  lead  us  beyond  the  field  of 
possible  experience,  are  fallacious  and  groundless, 
but  teaches  us  also  this  in  particular,  that  human 
reason  has  a  natural  inclination  to  overstep  these 
limits,  and  that  transcendental  ideas  are  as  natural 
to  it  as  categories  to  the  understanding,  with  tlu- 
liistinction  however,  that,  while  the  latter  convey 
truth,  that  is,  agreement  of  our  concepts  with  their 
objects,  the  former  produce  merely  an  irresistible 
illusion,  against  which  we  can  defend  ourselves  by 
the  severest  criticism  only. 

Everything  that  is  founded  in  the  nature  of  our 
faculties  must  have  some  purpose,  and  be  in  harmony 
with  the  right  use  of  them,  if  only  we  can  guard 
against  a  certain  misunderstanding  and  dis-  [p. 643] 
cover  their  proper  direction.  The  transcendental 
ideas,  therefore,  will  probably  possess  their  own 
proper  and,    therefore.  ient  use,   although,    if 

their  object,  is  misunderstood,  and  they  are  mistaken 
for  the  concepts  of  real  things,  they  may  become 
transcendeut  in  their  application  and  hence  de- 
ceptive. For  not  the  idea  ID  itself,  but  its  use  only 
can,  in  regard  to  the  whole  of  possible  experience, 
be  either  transcendent  or  immanent,  according  as  we 
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direct  them  either  to  objects  wrongly  supposed  to 
correspond  to  them,  or  only  to  the  use  of  the  under- 
standing in  general  with  reference  to  objects  with 
which  it  has  a  right  to  dual.  All  the  faults  of  sub- 
reptio  arc  to  be  attributed  to  a  want  of  judgment, 
never  to  the  understanding  or  to  reason  themselves. 

Reason  never  refers  immediately  to  an  object,  but 
to  the  understanding  only,  and  through  it  to 
own  proper  field  of  experience.  It  does  not  form, 
therefore,  concepts  of  objects,  but  arranges  them  only, 
and  imparts  to  them  that  unity  which  they  can 
have  in  their  greatest  possible  extension,  that  is,  with 
reference  to  the  totality  of  different  series  ;  while  the 
understanding  does  not  concern  itself  with  these 
series,  but  only  with  that  connection  through  which 
Mich  series  of  conditions  become  possible  according  to 
concepts.  lieusoij  has  therefore  fur  its  objod  [j'-'M*; 
the  understanding  only  and  its  fittest  employment ; 
and,  as  the  understanding  brings  unity  into  the  mani- 
fold of  the  objects  by  means  of  concepts,  reason  brings 
unity  into  the  manifold  of  concepts  by  means  of  ideas, 
making  a  certain  collective  unity  the  aim  of  the 
operations  of  the  understanding,  which  otherwise  is 
occupied  with  distributive  uuity  only. 

I  maintain,  accordingly,  that  transcendental  ideas 
ought  never  to  be  employed  as  constitutive,  so  that 
by  them  concepts  of  certain  objects  should  be  given, 
and  that,  if  they  are  so  employed,  they  are  merely 
sophistical  (dialectic  concepts).  Tliey  have,  however, 
B  most  admirable  and  indispensably  necessary  re- 
gulative use,  in  directing  the  understanding  to  a 
certain  aim,  towards  which  all   the   lines  of  its  rules 
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converge  and  which,  though  it  is  an  idea  only  (focus 
irnaginarius),  that  is,  a  point  from  which,  as  lying 
completely  outside  the  limits  of  possible  experience, 
the  concepts  of  the  understanding  do  not  in  reality 
proceed,  serves  nevcrtlu  less  to  impart  to  them  the 
greatest  unity  and  the  greatest  extension.  Hence 
there  arises,  no  doubt,  the  illusion,  as  if  those  lines 
sprang'  from  an  object  itself,  outside  the  field  of 
empirically  possible  experience  (as  objects  are  seen 
behind  the  surface  of  a  mirror)  ;  but  this  illusion  (by 
which  we  need  not  allow  ourselves  to  be  deceived)  is 
nevertheless  indispensably  necessary,  if,  besides  [p. 64s] 
the  objects  which  he  before  our  eyes,  we  want  to  see 
those  also  which  he  far  away  at  our  back,  that  is  to 
say,  if,  as  in  our  case,  we  wish  to  direct  the  under- 
standing beyond  every  given  experience  (as  a  part 
of  the  whole  of  possible  ex|>orieneo),  and  thus  to  its 
greatest  possible,  or  extreraest  extension. 

If  we  review  the  entire  extent  of  our  knowledge 
supplied  to  us  by  the  understanding,  we  shall  find 
that  it  is  the  systcmatising  of  that  knowledge,  that 
is,  its  coherence  according  to  one  principle,  which 
forms  the  proper  province  of  reason.  This  unity  of 
reason  always  presupposes  an  idea,  namely,  that  of 
a  whole  of  our  knowledge,  preceding  the  definite 
knowledge  of  its  parts,  and  containing  the  conditions 
according  to  which  we  are  to  determine  n  priori  tin- 
place  of  every  part  and  its  relation  to  tho  rest. 
Such  an  idea  accordingly  demands  the  complete  unity 
of  the  knowledge  of  our  understanding,  by  which 
that  knowledge  becomes  not  only  a  mere  aggregate 
1  KomI  outytchotatn. 
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but  ii  system,  connected  according  to  necessary  In 
W  ,_■  ought  not  to  say  that  such  an  idea  is  a  concept 
of  an  object,  but  only  of  the  complete  unity  of  con- 
cepts, si)  far  as  that  unity  can  serve  as  a  rule  of  the 
understanding.  Such  concepts  of  reason  are  D 
derived  from  nature,  bat  wo  only  interrogate  nature, 
according  to  these  ideas,  and  consider  our  knowledge 
as  defective  so  long  as  it  is  not  adequate  [p.  *•»'•] 
to  them.  We  must  confess  that  pnv  earth,  pure 
water,  pure  air,  Ac,  are  hardly  to  be  met  with. 
Nevertheless  we  require  the  concepts  of  them  (which. 
so  far  M  their  perfect  purity  is  concerned,  have  tluir 
origin  in  reason  only)  in  order  to  be  able  to  determine 
properly  the  share  which  belongs  to  every  one  of 
these  natural  causes  in  phenomena.  Thus  every 
kind  of  matter  is  referred  to  earths  (as  mere  weight), 
to  salts  and  inflammable  bodies  (as  force),  and  lastly 
to  water  and  air  as  vehicles  or,  as  it  were,  machines, 
by  which  the  farmer  exercise  their  operations  in  or- 
der thus,  according  to  the  idea  of  a  mechanism,  to 
explain  the  mutual  chemical  workings  of  matter.  ¥>  <\ . 
although  not  openly  acknowledged  in  these  terms, 
such  an  influence  of  reason  on  the  classifications  of 
natural  philosophers  can  easily  be  discovered. 

If  reason  is  the  faculty  of  deducing  the  particular 
from  the  general,  the  general  is  cither  certain  in 
itself  and  given,  or  not.  In  the  former  case  nothing 
is  required  but  judgment  in  subsuming,  the  particular 
being  thus  necessarily  determined  by  the  general. 
Tli is  I  shall  call  the  apodictic  use  of  reason.  In  the 
latter  case,  when  the  general  is  admitted  as  pm- 
bli  niatical  only,  and  as  a  mere  idea,  while  the  par- 
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ticular  is  certain,  but  tbe  universality  of  the  rule 
applying  to  it  is  still  a  problem,  several  particular 
cases,  whkfa  are  all  certain,  are  tested  by  tbe  rule, 
whether  they  submit  to  it ;  ami  when,  in  this  case,  it 
appears  that  all  particular  cases  which  can  be  pro- 
duce'd  are  subjected  to  it,  then  the  rule  is  con-  [p.  647] 
eluded  tu  be  universal,  and  from  that  universalityof  the 
rule  conclusions  are  drawn  afterwards  with  regard  to 
all  cases,  even  those  that  are  not  given  by  themselves. 
This  I  shall  call  the  hypothetical  us.'  of  ivason. 

The  hypothetical  use  of  reason,  resting  on  ideas 
as  problematical  concepts,  ought  not  to  be  used 
constitutively,  as  if  we  could  prove  by  it,  judging 
1 1  icily,  the  truth  of  the  universal  rule,  which  has 
been  admitted  as  an  hypothesis.  For  how  are  we 
to  know  all  possible  cases,  which,  as  subject  to  the 
same  principle,  should  prove  its  universality  i  The 
proper  use  of  reason  is  regulative  only,  and  intended 
to  introduce,  as  much  as  possible,  unity  into  the 
particulars  of  knowledge,  and  thus  to  approximate 
the  rule  to  universality. 

The  hypothetical  use  of  reason  aims  therefore  .. 
the  systematical  unity  of  the  knowledge  of  the  under- 
standing, and  that  unity  is  the  touchstone  of  the  truth 
of  the  rules.  On  the  other  hand,  that  systematical 
unity  (a*  a  mere  idea)  is  only  a  projected  unity,  to  be 
considered,  not  as  given  in  itself,  but  as  a  problem 
only,  though  helping  us  to  discover  a  principle  for 
«lu-  manifold  and  particular  exercise  of  the  under- 
standing, and  thus  to  lead  the  understanding  to 
cases  also  which  are  not  given,  and  to  render  it  more 
systematical. 
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We  hare  learnt,  therefore,  that  the  systematic 
uuity,  introduced  by  1MBB0W  into  the  manifold  [p.  648] 
knowledge  of  the  understanding,  is  a  logical  principle, 
intended  to  help  the  understanding  by  means  of 
ideas,  where  by  itself  it  is  in  ni'in  nt  t<i  establish 
rules,  and  at  the  same  time  to  impart  to  tin 
of  its  rules  a  certain  harmony  (or  system  according 
to  pi  hi  i|  I.  s).  end  by  it  a  certain  coherence,  so  far  as 
that  is  possible.  To  Hay,  however,  whether  the  na- 
ture of  the  objects  or  the  nature  of  the  understand- 
ing which  recognises  them  as  objects,  were  in  them- 
selves intended  for  systematical  unity,  and  whether 
to  a  certain  extent  we  may  postulate  real  unity  a 
•priori,  without  any  reference  to  the  peculiar  interest 
of  reason,  maintaining  that  all  possible  kinds  of 
knowledge  of  the  understanding  (therefore  the  em- 
pirical also),  possess  such  unity  and  are  subject  to 
such  general  principles  from  which,  in  spite  of  their 
differences,  tiicy  can  all  lie  derived,  Would  bfl  I" 
apply  a  iruniKtindvntal  principle  of  reason,  and  ko 
render  systematical  unity  necessary,  not  only  subject- 
ively and  logically  as  a  method,  but  objectively  also. 
We  shall  try  to  illustrate  this  use  of  reason  by 
in  example.  One  of  the  different  kinds  of  unity, 
according  to  the  concepts  of  the  understanding,  is 
that  of  the  causality  of  a  substance,  which  we  call 
]>ower.  The  different  manifestations  of  one  and  the 
same  substance  display  at  first  so  much  diversity 
that  one  feels  constrained  to  admit  at  first  almost  as 
many  powers  as  there  are  effects.  Thus  we  see,  for 
instance,  in  the  human  mind  sensation,  con-  [p.  649] 
sciousness,  imagination,  memory,  wit,  discrimination, 
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pleasure,  desire,  &c.  At  first,  a  simple  logical  maxim 
tells  us  to  reduce  this  apparent  diversity  :is  much 
possible  by  discovering,  through  comparison,  hidden 
identity,  and  finding  out,  for  instance,  whether  me- 
mory be  not  imagination  connected  with  conscious- 
ness ;  wit,  discrimination,  or,  it  may  be.  understanding 
and  reason.  The  idea  of  nfundamenfn/  povfr,  of  which 
logic  knows  nothing  as  ti»  its  existence,  is  thus  at  least 
the  problem  of  a  systematical  representation  of  the 
existing  diversity  of  powers.  The  logical  principle  of 
reason  requires  us  to  produce  this  unity  ae  far  as  pos- 
sible, and  the  more  we  find  that  nianil'i-tationsofoneor 
the  other  power  are  identical,  the  more  probable  dues 
it  become  that  they  an'  only  diherent  expressions  of 
one  and  the  same  power  which,  relatively  speaking, 
may  be  called  their  fundamental  jmcer.  The  same 
is  done  with  the  others. 

These  relatively  ftmdamental  powers  must  again 
be  compared  with  each  other,  in  order,  if  possible,  by 
discovering  their  harmony,  to  bring  them  nearer  to 
one  only  radicil,  that  is,  absokde  fundamental  pow.-i 
Such  a  unity  however  is  only  an  hypothesis  of  reason- 
It  is  not  maintained  that  such  a  unity  must  really 
exist,  but  only  that  we  must  look  for  it  in  the 
interest  of  reason,  that  is,  for  the  establishment  of 
certain  principles  for  the  various  rules  supplied  to 
us  by  experience,  and  thus  introduce  syste-  [p.  650] 
matical  unity  into  our  knowledge. 

If,  however,  we  watch  the  transcendental  use  of 
the  understanding,  we  find  that  the  idea  of  a  funda- 
mental power  is  oof  only  meant  as  a  problem,  and  for 
hypothetical  use,  but  claims  for  itself  objective  reality. 
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postulating  the  systematical  unity  of  the  diverse 
powers  of  a  substance,  and  thus  establishing  an  apo- 
dictic  principle  of  reason.  For,  without  even  having 
fcested  the  harmony  of  those  diverse  powers,  nay,  even 
if  failing  to  discover  it,  after  repeated  experiments, 
we  still  up  pose  thai  such  a  unity  exists,  and  this 
not  only,  as  in  our  example,  on  account  of  the  unity 
of  the  substance,  but  even  in  canes  where  very  many, 
though  to  a  certain  degro  i  .•■.  ■•/■ •neoUS,  powers  are 
I rn,  is  in  matter  in  general.  Here  too,  reason  pre- 
supposes a  systematical  unity  of  diverse  powers,  be- 
cause particular  laws  of  nature  are  subject  to  more 
'_'•  ■  1 11  t:i  1  laws,  and  parsimony  in  principles  is  not  only 
considered  as  an  economical  rule  of  reason,  but  as 
an  essential  law  of  nature. 

And  indeed,  it  is  difficult  to  understand,  In  iw  a  logical 
principle  by  which  reason  demands  the  unity  of  rules 
can  exist  without  a  transcendental  principle,  by  which 
Bach  S  systematical  unity  is  admitted  as  inherent  in 
the  objects  themselves,  and  as  a  priori  necessary.  For 
how  could  reason  in  its  logical  application  [p.  o,-,i] 
presume  to  treat  the  diversity  of  powers  which  we 
see  in  nature,  as  simply  a  disguised  unity,  and  to 
deduce  it.  as  far  as  possible,  from  some  fundamental 
power,  if  it  were  open  to  reason  to  admit  equally 
ilie  diversity  of  all  powers  and  to  look  upon  the 
tematical  unity  in  their  derivation  as  contrary  to 
nature  1  In  doing  this  reason  would  run  counter  to 
its  own  i  lest  ination,  and  propose  as  its  aim  an  idea 
contrary  to  the  constitution  of  nature.  Nor  could 
we  say  that  reason  had  previously,  according  to  its 
principles,  deduced  that  unity  from  the  contingent 
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character  of  nature,  because  tin's  low  of  reason,  com- 
pelling her  to  look  for  unity,  is  POCCOBBty,  and  without 
it  we  should  Lave  no  reason  at  nil,  and,  in  the  absence 
of  reason,  no  coherent  use  of  the  understanding,  and,  in 
the  absence  of  that,  no  sufficient  test  of  empirics  I  truth ; 
— pn  which  acooust  we  must  admit  tin-  systematical 

unity  of  nature  as  objectively  valid  and  necessary. 

We  find  this  transcendent.il  presupposition  con- 
cealed in  the  cleverest  way  in  the  principles  of 
philosophers,  though  they  art-  not  aware  of  it,  nor 
have  confessed  it  to  themselves.  That  all  the  di- 
versities of  particular  things  do  not  coadudc  identity 
of  species,  that  the  various  species  must  be  treated 
as  different  determinations  (varieties)  of  a  few  [p.  65a] 
genera,  and  these  again  of  still  higher  genem  ;  that 
therefore  we  ought  to  look  fur  ;i  Certain  systematical 
unity  of  all  possible  empirical  concepts,  as  derivable 
from  higher  and  more  general  concept**,  this  is  a 
rule  of  the  schools  or  a  logical  principle  without 
which  no  use  of  the  understauding  would  be  possible 
for  we  can  only  conclude  the  particular  from  the 
general,  if  the  general  qualities  of  things  form  the 
foundation  on  which  the  particular  rests. 

That,  however,  there  exists  in  nature  such  a  unity, 
is  only  a  supposition  of  the  philosophers,  embodied  in 
their  well  known  scholastic  rule,  'entia  praiter  1 
■  ••    Ml.'itrtn    ii"ii    SSM    multiplieisuda.'   '  beginnings   <" 
principles  should  not  be  multiplied  beyond  m  ty.' 

It  is  implied  in  this,  that  the  nature  of  things  itself 
offers  material  for  the  postulated  unity  of  reason, 
and  that  the  apparent  infinite  variety  ought  not  to 
prevent  uh  from  supposing  behind  it  the  existence 
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of  unity  in  fundamental  properties,  from  which  all 
diversity  is  derived  hy  mere  determination  only. 
That  unity,  though  it  is  an  idea  only,  has  been  at 
nil  times  so  zealously  pursued,  that  there  was  more 
ground  for  moderating  than  for  encouraging  the 
desire  for  it.  It  whs  something  when  chemists 
succeeded  in  reducing  all  salts  to  two  genera,  namely, 
acids  and  alkalies ;  hut  they  tried  to  consider  even 
this  distinction  as  a  variety  only,  or  as  a  different 
manifestation  of  one  and  the  same  funda-  [p.  653] 
mental  element.  Different  kinds  of  earths  (the  mate- 
rial of  stones  and  even  of  metals)  have  been  reduced 
gradually  to  three,  at  last  to  two ;  but  not  content 
with  this,  chemists  cannot  get  rid  of  the  idea  th:it 
there  is  behind  those  varieties  but  one  genus,  nay, 
tliat  there  may  lx:  even  a  common  principle  for  the 
earths  anil  the  suits.  It  might  be  supposed  that  this 
is  oidy  an  economical  trick  of  reason,  for  the  purpose 
■  it  saving  itself  trouble,  and  a  purely  hypothetical 
attempt  which,  if  successful,  would  impart  by  that 
very  unity  a  certain  amount  of  probability  to  the 
presupposed  principle  of  explanation.  Such  a  selfish 
purpose,  however,  can  easily  be  distinguished  fin 
the  idea  according  to  which  we  all  presuppose  that 
this  unity  of  reason  BglUOQ  with  nature,  and  that  in 
this  case  reason  does  not  beg  but  bids,  although  we 
may  be  quite  unable,  as  yet,  to  determine  the  limits 
of  that  unity. 

If  there  existed  among  phenomena  so  great  a 
diversity,  not  of  form,  for  in  this  they  mav  be  similar, 
but  of  contents,  that  even  the  sharpest  human  under- 
standing could  not,  by  a  comparison  of  the  one  with 
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the  other,  discover  the  slightest  similarity  among 
them  (a  case  which  is  quite  conceivable),  the  logical 
law  of  genera  would  have  no  existence  at  all,  [p.  654] 
there  would  be  no  concept  of  genus,  nor  any  general 
concept,  nay,  no  understanding  at  all,  considering 
that  the  understanding  has  to  do  with  concepts  only. 
'I'lic  Logical  principle  of  genera  presupposes,  therefore, 
a  transcendental  one,  if  it  is  to  be  upplied  to  uatuie, 
that  is,  to  nil  objects  presented  to  our  senses-  Ac- 
cording to  it,  in  the  manifoldness  of  a  possible  experi- 
ence, some  homogeneousness  is  necessarily  supposed 
(although  it  may  be  impossible  to  determine  its  degree 
a  priori),  because  without  it,  no  empirical  concepts, 
and  consequently  no  experience,  would  be  possible. 

The  logical  principle  of  genera,  which  postulate! 
identity,  is  balanced  I  y  another  principle,  namely,  that 
of  species,  which  requires  manifoldness  and  diversity 
in  things,  in  spite  of  their  agreement  as  belonging 
to  the  same  genus,  and  which  prescribes  to  the  under- 
standing that  it  should  pay  no  less  attention  to  the  one 
than  to  the  other.  This  principle,  depending  on  acute 
observation  or  on  the  faculty  of  distinction,  checks  the 
generalising  flights  of  fancy,  and  reason  thus  exhil 
a  twofold  and  conflicting  interest,  namely,  on  the  one 
hand,  the  interest  in  the  extent  (generality)  of  genera, 
on  the  olhir  hand  the  interest  in  the  content*  (dis- 
tinction) of  the  manifoldness  of  species.  In  the 
former  caac  the  understanding  thinks  mora  under 
its  concepts,  in  the  latter,  more  in  its  concepts. 
This  distinction  shows  itself  in  the  different  [|>.  655] 
manner  of  thought  among  students  of  nature  *ome 
of  them  (who  are  pre-eminently  speculative),  bd 
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almost    averse    to     lieterogeneousucss.    and    alwayi 

nt  hi  fcha  unity  of  genera;  while  others  pi 
. •niiiifiitly  empirical,  are  constantly  striving  to  divide 
nature  into  so  much  variety  that  one  might  lose 
almost  :ill  hope  of  being  able  to  distribute  its  phe- 
nomena according  to  general  principles. 

This  latter  tendency  of  thought  is  likewise  bated 

.hi  a  logical  principle  which  aims  at  the  systematica] 
completeness  of  all  knowledge,  so  that,  beginning 
with  the  genus  and  descending  to  the  manifold  that 
in. iy  be  contained  in  it,  we  try  to  impart  extension  to 
our  system,  as  we  tried  to  impart  unity  to  it,  when 
ascending  to  a  genus.  For  if  we  only  know  the 
sphere     fa    DOnOOpl    which    determines   .1    genus,    wu 

can  no  more  judge  how  far  its  subdivision  may  be 
carried  than  we.  can  judge  how  far  the  divisibility 
of  matter  may  be  carried,  by  knowing  the  space  it  .oc- 
cupies. Hence  every  genus  require  qpeeiet,  and  these 
again  suh-xjiecien,  and  as  none  even  of  these  sub-species 
ia  without  a  sphere  (extent  as  conceptus  commu- 
nis), reason  in  its  utmost  extension  requires  that  do 

8pecies  or  Sllb-spccies  should  ill  itself  be  considered 
as  the  lowest.  Every  species  is  always  a  concept 
containing  that  only  which  is  common  to  different 
things,  and  as  it  cannot  be  completely  determined,  it 
cannot  be  directly  referred  to  an  individual,  [p.  656] 
but  must  always  comprehend  other  concepts,  that  is, 
sub-species.  This  principle  of  specification  might  be 
expressed  by  tntkm   varidatea  non  temere  esse  1 

Dill  IlllilS. 

It  is  easily  seen   that  this  logical  law  also   would 
be  without  meaning   and  incapable  of  application, 
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unless  it  were  founded  on  a  transcendental  law  of 
specification  which,  though  it  cannot  demand  a  real 
infinity  of  variety  in  things  that  arc  to  become  our 
objects  (for  this  would  not  be  justified  by  the  logical 
principle,  wliich  only  asserts  the  infotertninability  of 
the  logical  sphere  with  regard  to  a  possible  division), 
yet  imposes  on  the  understanding  the  duty  of  looking 
for  sub-species  under  every  species,  and  lor  smaller 
varieties  tot  every  variety.  If  there  were  no  lower 
concepts,  there  could  not  be  higher  concepts.  Now 
the  understanding  knows  all  that  it  knows  by  con- 
cepts only,  and  hence,  however  far  it  may  carry  the 
division,  never  by  means  of  intuition  alone,  but  again 
and  again  by  lower  concepts.  In  order  to  know- 
phenomena  in  their  complete  determination  (which  is 
possible  by  the  understanding  only)  it  is  necessary 
to  carry  on  without  stopping  the  specification  of  its 
concept*)  and  always  to  proceed  to  still  remaining 
differences  or  varieties  of  which  abstraction  had  been 
made  in  forming  the  concept  of  the  species,  and  still 
more  in  forming  thut  of  the  genus. 

Nor  can  this  law  of  specification  have  been  [p.  65;] 
derived  from  experience,  which  can  never  give  so  far- 
reaching   a   prospect.       Empirical    specification    very 

1  comes  tO   B    stalnL-tiil    111    the    flhtiwHftwi    ol    the 

manifold,  unless  it  is  led  by  the  antecedent  transcen- 
dental law  of  specification,  a*  a  principle  of  reason,  and 
impelled  to  look  for  and  to  conjecture  still  dincivncea, 
even  where  they  do  not  appear  to  the  senses.  That 
absorbent  earths  are  of  different  kinds  (chalk  and 
muriatic  earths)  could  only  be  discovered  by  an  ante 
cedent  rule  of  reason,  which  required  the  understand- 
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tog  to  look  for  diversity,  because  it  presupposed  such 
wealth  in  nature  as  to  feel  justified  in  anticipating 
such  diversity.  For  it  is  only  under  a  presupposition 
of  a  diversity  in  nature,  and  under  the  condition  that 
ii..  i.i.j. vi  should  !»'  homogeneous,  thai  we  have  un- 
derstanding, because  it  is  this  very  diversity  of  all 
that  can  be  comprehended  under  a  concept  which 
constitutes  the  use  of  that  concept,  and  the  occupa- 
tion of*  the  understanding. 

Reason  thus  prepares  the  Held  for  the  understand- 
ing— 

1st.  Through  the  principle  of  the  homnyeni 
of  the  inauifold,  as  arranged  under  higher  genera. 

2ndly.  Through  the  principle  of  the  variety  of  the 
hoinogi  n  'oils  in  lower  species  ;  to  which, 

3rdly,  it  adds  a  law  of  the  ojjinity  of  all  concepts, 
which  requires  a  continual  transition  from  every 
species  to  every  other  species,  by  a  gradual  \y.  658] 
inc  reuse  of  diversity.  We  may  call  these  the  prin- 
ciples of  hovio(jciic<>usnfs*.  of  sjweijication,  and  of  coft- 
t utility  of  forms.  The  last  arises  from  the  union  of 
the  two  former,  after  both  in  ascending  to  higher 
genera,  and  in  descending  to  lower  s|>ecies,  th 
tematical  connection  in  the  idea  has  been  completed; 
so  that  all  diversities  are  related  to  each  other,  be- 
cause springing  from  one  highest  genus,  through  all 
degrees  of  a  more  and  more  extended  determination. 

We  may  represent  to  ourselves  the  systematical 
unity  under  these  three  logical  principles,  in  the 
following  manner.  Every  concept  may  be  regarded 
as  a  point  which,  as  the  standpoint  of  the  spectator, 
has  its  own  horizon,  enclosing  a  number  of  things 
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that  may  \>e  represented,  ami,  as  it  were,  surveyed 
from  that  point.  Within  that  horizon,  an  infinite 
number  of  points  must  exist,  each  of  which  has  again 
its  own  narrower  horizon  ;  that  is,  every  species  con- 
tain cording  to  the  principle  of  specifi- 
cation, and  the  logical  horizon  consists  of  smaller 
horizons  (sub-species  only)  but  not  of  points,  which 
possess  no  extent  (individuals).  But  for  all  these 
different  horizons,  that  is  genera,  determined  by  as 
many  concepts,  a  common  horizon  may  be  imagined, 
in  which  they  may  all  be  surveyed,  as  from  a  comn. 
centre.  Tins  would  \«-  the  higher  genus,  while  [p.659] 
the  highest  genus  would  be  the  universal  and  true 
horizon, determined  fron  1  the  standpoint  of  the  highest 
OO&Oept,  and  comprehending  all  variety  as  genera, 
species,  and  sub-species. 

That  highest  standpoint  is  reached  by  the  law  of 
hnmngrnonnnnnon.  and  all  the  lower  -standpoints  in 
their  greatest  variety,  by  the  law  ill  ication.    As 

in  this  way  there  is  no  void  in  the  whole  extent  of 
all  possiUe  concepts,  and  :is  nothing  can  be  met  with 
QUtaide  it,  there  arises  from  the  presupposition  ot 
that  universal  horizon  and  its  complete  division,  the 

principle  ofnon  fUxturvaowmfomwrwn.  According 
to  this  principle  there  are  no  different  original  and 
6rst  -genera,  as  it  were  isolated  ami  I   tVoin 

each  other  (by  an  intervening  void),  but  :ill  di\ 
genera  arc  divisions  only  of  one  supreme  and  general 
genus.     From   that    principle  springs  its  immediate 

ooneeduencea  datur  eontinuMmfomarwn  .  that  is,  all 

rlie  diversities  of  species  touch  each  •  'tiier  and  admit 
of  no  transition  from  one  to  an  thee  per  ml/um,  but 
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only  by  small  degrees  of  difference,  by  which  from 
one  we  arrive  at  the  other.  In  one  word,  there  arc 
neither  species  nor  sub-species,  which  (in  the  view  of 
reason)  are  the  nearest  possible  to  each  other,  but  there 
;i  I  ways  remain  possible  intermediate  species,  differing 
from  the  first  and  the  second  by  smaller  degrees  [p.  660] 
than  those  by  which  these  differ  from  each  other. 

The  first  law,  therefore,  keeps  us  from  admitting 
an  ex  Ira  vacant  variety  of  different  original  genera, 
and  recommends  attention  to  horaogeneousness.  The 
second,  on   the  contrary,  checks   that   tendency    to 

unity,  and  prescribes  distinction  of  sub  s[ ies  bi-luri 

applying  any  general  concept  to  individuals.  T 1 1  •  • 
third  unites  both,  by  prescribing,  even  with  the  utmost 
variety,  bomogeneousness,  through  the  gradual  tran- 
sition from  the  one  species  to  another:  thus  indi- 
cating a  kind  of  relationship  of  the  difibre at  blanches, 
as  bavin-  ill  spruug  from  the  same  stem. 

This  logical  law,  however,  of  the  continuum  tju-fi- 
erum  (formarum  logicarum)  presupposes  a  transcen- 
dental law  (lex  conlinui  in  nalura),  without  which 
the  understanding  would  only  be  misled  by  following, 
il  may  be.  a  path  contrary  to  nature.  That  law  must 
therefore  rest  on  purely  transcendental,  and  not  on 
empirical  grounds.  For  in  the  latter  case,  it  would 
come  later  than  the  systems,  while  in  fact  the 
systematical  character  of  our  knowledge  of  nature  is 
produced  by  it.  Nor  are  these  laws  intended  only 
for  tests  to  lie  carried  out  experimentally  by  their 
aid.  although  such  a  connection,  if  it  is  found  [p.  661] 
in  nature,  fonns  a  powerful  argument  in  support  .1 
that  unity    which    was    conceived    as    hypothetical 


TRANSTENDESTAL    DI  W.KCrir. 


567 


only.  These  laws  have  therefore  a  certain  utility 
in  this  respect  also,  yet  it  is  easily  seen  that  they 
regard  the  parsimony  of  causes,  the  msmfoldneas  of 
effect*,  and  an  affinity  between  the  parts  of  nature 
arising  from  thence,  as  both  rational  anil  natural,  so 
that  these  principles  carry  their  rcoiuiincudatiou 
direct,  :md  nut  only  as  aids  towards  a  proper  method 
of  studying  nature. 

It  is  easy  to  see,  however,  that  this  oontinuii 
form-  1-  1  mere  idea,  and  that  no  object  corresponding 
to  it  can  be  pointed  out  in  experience,  not  only  be- 
cause the  species  iu  nature  an  actually  divided,  and 

must  form,  each  by  itself,  a  quantum  discretum.  while, 
if  the  gradual  progression  of  their  affinity  were  con- 
tinuous, nature  would  contain  a  real  infinity  of  inter- 
mediiite  links  between  every  two  given  species,  which 
is  impossible ;  but  also,  because  we  cannot  make  any 
definite  empirical  use  of  that  law,  considering  that 
not  the  smallest  criterion  of  affinity  is  indicated  by  it 
to  tell  us  how  and  how  far  we  ought  to  seek  for 
grades  of  affinity,  it  telling  us  only  that  we  ought 
to  seek  for  them. 

If  we  now  arrange  these  principles  of  systematical 
ututy  in  the  order  required  for  their  empirical'    [p.66j] 

,-loyment,  they  might  stand  thus:  manifold-nets, 
variety,  and  unity,  each  of  them  as  ideas  taken  iu 
the  highest  degree  of  their  completeness.  Reason 
presupposes  the  knowledge  of  the  understanding  iu 
its  direct  relation  to  experience,  and  by  her  ideas 
aims  at  a  unity  which  ko.  -  fai  k-vond  the  possibility 
uf  i-xjK-rience.  The  affinity  of  the  manifold,  in  spite 
of  its  diversity,  under  one  principle  of  unity,  rel 
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not  only  to  things,  but  even  more  to  the  qualities  and 
powers  .  if  tilings.  Tims  if,  tor  example;  <>ur  imperfect 
experience  represents  to  u-  the  orbits  of  the  planets  as 
circular,  anil  we  find  deviations  from  that  course,  we 
look  for  them  in  that  which  is  able  to  change  the 
circle  according  to  a  fixed  law,  through  infinite  inter- 
vening degree^  into  one  of  these  deviating  courses  ; 
that  is,  we  suppose  that  the  movements  of  the  planets 
which  are  not  circular  will  approximate  more  or  less 
to  the  properties  of  a  circle,  and  thus  are  led  on  to 
the  ellipse.  The  comets  display  a  still  greater  devi- 
ation in  their  courses,  because,  so  far  as  our  experience 
goes,  they  do  not  return  in  a  circle,  and  we  then  con- 
i'lUire  a  parabolic  course  which,  at  all  event*;,  is 
allied  to  the  ellipse,  and  if  its  longer  axis  is  widely 
extended,  cannot  be  distinguished  from  it  in  [p.  663] 
OUT.  observations.  We  thus  arrive,  under  the  guidance 
of  these  principles,  at  a  unity  of  the  different  genera 
or  kinds  in  the  forms  of  these  orbits,  and,  proceeding 
still  Farther,  at  a  unity  of  the  cause  of  all  the  laws  of 
their  movements,  namely,  gravitation.  Here  we  take 
our  stand  and  extend  our  conquests,  trying  to  explain 
all  varieties  and  seeming  deviations  from  those  rules 
from  the  same  principle,  nay,  adding  more  than  ex- 
perience can  ever  affirm,  namely,  imaginary  hyperbolic 
courses  of  conn  tructed  according  to  the  rules 

of  affinity,  in  which  courses  these  heavenly  bodies 
may  entirely  leave  our  solar  system,  and,  moving  from 
sun  to  sun,  unite  in  their  course  the  most  distant 
parts  of  a  universe  unlimited  to  our  minds,  but  yet 
held  together  by  one  and  the  same  moving  power. 
What  is  most  remarkable  in  these  principles,  and 
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is,  in  fact>  their  chief  inter*  -I  for  OS  is,  that  they 
seem  to  be  transcendental,  and,  although  containing 
mere  ideas  for  the  guidance  of  the  empirical  use  of 
reason,  ideas  which  our  reason  can  only  follow  as  it 
were  asymptotically,  that  is,  approximately  and  with- 
out our  reaching  them,  they  nevertheless  pussies,  as 
synthetical  propositions  a  priori,  an  ol'jective,  though 
an  undefined  validity,  serving  as  a  rule  for  possible 
experience,  nay,  as  b -mi-tic  principles  in  the  alabora- 
tinii  of  experience.  With  all  this  a  transcen-  [p.664] 
dental  deduction  of  them  cannot  be  produced,  and  is, 
in  fact,  as  we  have  proved  before,  always  impossible 
with  regard  to  ideas. 

In  the  transcendental  Analytic  we  distinguished 
the  dynamical  principles  of  the  understanding,  as 
purely  regulative  principles  of  the  intuiti-m,  from  the 
mathematical,  which,  in  regard  to  intuition,  are  con- 
stitutive. In  spite  of  this,  these  dynamical  laws  are 
constitutive  with  regard  to  experience,  liecause  they 
render  the  concept*,  without  which  there  can  be  DC 
experience,  a  priori  possible.  The  principles  of  pure 
reason,  however,  cannot  bo  constitutive,  even  with  re- 
ference to  empirical  concepts,  because  we  cannot  assign 
to  them  any  corresponding  schema  of  sensibiliu 
they  cannot,  consequently,  have  any  object  in  COncretO. 
If.  then.  I  give  up  an  empirical  Q8Q  of  them  as  con- 
stitutive principles,  how  can  1  yet  secure  to  them  a 
regulative  employment,  and  with  it  some  objec" 
Validity,  and  What  can  bo  the  meaning  of  it? 

The  understanding  forms  an  object  for  reason  in 
the  sjiine  manner  as  sensibility  for  the  understands 
It  is  the  proper  business  of  reason   to  render  I 
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unity  of  all  pos  pirioal  acts  of  the  understand- 

ing systematical,  in  tin  same  manner  as  the  under- 
standing connects  the  manifold  of  phenomena  by  con- 
cepts and  brings  it  under  empirical  laws.     The  aota 

of  the  understanding,  however,  without  the  schemata 

■  if  sensibility.  Mir  I'uilijiiud,  mid  in  tin' .same  manner 
the  miilij  nf  rriismi  is  in  it si-lf  n in Icliucd  with  [|>.  665] 
reference  to  the  conditions  under  which,  and  the 
l  11I  to  which  (In-  understanding  may  connect  its 
concepts  systematically.  But  although  no  schema 
of  inl  11  it  ion  can  be  discovered  for  the  perfect  system;* 

tical  unity  of  all  tin-  coi pts  of  the  understanding, 

it,  is  possible  and  necessary  that  there  should  be  an 
ana&ogon  of  such  a  schema,  and  this  is  the  idea  of  the 
IMUoimum  of  a  division,  and  the  combination  of  the 
knowledge  of  the  understanding  under  one  single  prin- 
ciple. It  is  quite  possible  to  form  a  definite  thought 
of  what  is  neatest  and  absolutely  complete,  when  all 
restrictive  conditions  that  lead  to  an  undefined  mani- 
foldness  have  been  omitted.  In  this  sense  the  idea 
of  reason  forms  an  analogon  of  the  schema  of  sensi- 
bility, but  with  this  difference,  that  the  application 
of  the  concepts  of  the  understanding  to  the  schema  of 
reason  is  not  a  knowledge  of  the  object  itself,  as  in  the 
ease  of  the  application  of  the  categories  to  sensuous 
schemata,  but  only  a  rule  or  principle  for  the  syste- 
matical unity  in  the  whole  use  of  the  understanding. 
Now.  as  every  principle  which  fixes,  a  priori,  B  pi  rfbot 
unity  of  its  use  for  the  understanding  is  valid,  though 
indirectly  only,  for  the  object  of  experience  also,  it 
follows  that  the  principles  of  pure  reason  have  ob- 
jective reality  with  reference  to  that  object  also.  not. 
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however,  in  Older  to  <!<  anything  therein,  but 

only  in  .>nler  to  indicate  the  procedure  by  which  the 
L-nijiiru-.il  and  definite  use  of  the  understanding  in:r. 
throughout  remain  in  complete  harmony  with  [p.  666] 
itself,  by  being  brought  into  connection,  as  much  as 
potftilJf,  with  the  principle  of  systematical  unity,  and 
lieing  deduced  from  it. 

I  call  all  subjective  principles  which  are  derived, 
not  from  the  quality  of  an  object,  but  from  the  in- 
terest which  reason  takes  in  a  certain  possible  per- 
fection of  our  knowledge  of  an  object,  maxims  of 
reason.  Thus  there  are  maxims  of  speculative  reason, 
which  rest  entirely  on  its  speculative  interest,  though 
tluy  aem  to  be  objective  principles. 

When  purely  regulative  principles  are  taken  for 
constitutive,  they  may  become  contradictory,  as  oIh 
jective  principles.  If,  however,  they  are  taken  lor 
maxims  only,  there  is  no  real  contradiction,  but  it  is 
only  the  different  interest  of  reason  which  causes 
different  modes  of  thought.  In  reality,  reason  has 
one  interest  only,  and  the  conflict  of  its  maxims  arises 
only  from  a  difference  and  a  mutual  limitation  of  the 
methods,  in  which  that  interest  is  to  lie  satisfied. 

In  this  manner  one  philosopher  is  influenced  more 
by  the  interest  of  divers  it  ij  (according  to  the  principle 
of  specification),  another  by  the  interests  of  unity 
(according  to  the  principle  of  aggregation).  Each 
i.ves  that  he  has  derived  his  judgment  [p.  667] 
from  his  insight  into  the  object,  and  yet  founds  it 
entirely  on  the  greater  or  smaller  attachment  to  one 
of  the  two  principles,  neither '  of  which  resfs  on 
1  Komi  k$in$r  instead  of  Aaiw. 
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objective  ground.-.  l>ut  only  on  an  interest  of  reason, 
mil  should  therefore  be  called  maxima  rather  than 
principles.  T  often  see  even  intelligent  nun  quar- 
relling with  each  other  ahout  the  characteristic  dis- 
tinctions of  men,  animals,  W  plants,  nay,  even  of 
minerals,  tin-  one  admitting  the  existence  of  certain 
tribal  characteristics,  founded  on  descent,  or  decided 
and  inherited  differences  of  families,  races,  etc., 
while  others  insist  thut  nature  has  made  the  satm- 
provision  for  all,  and  that  all  differences  are  due  to 
I' iifal  environment.  But  they  need  only  con- 
sider the  nature  of  the  object,  in  order  to  understand 
that  it  is  far  too  deeply  hidden  for  both  of  them  to 
enable  them  to  speak  from  a  real  insight  into  the 
nature  of  the  object.  It  is  nothing  but  the  twofold 
interest  of  reason,  one  party  cherishing  the  one, 
another  party  the  other,  or  pretending  to  do  so.  But 
this  difference  of  the  t.wn  maxims  of  manifoldneM  or 
unity  in  nature  may  easily  be  adjusted,  though  as  long 
as  they  are  taken  for  objective  knowledge  they  cause 
not  only  disputes,  but  actually  create  impediments 
which  hinder  the  progress  of  truth,  until  a  means 
is  found  of  reconciling  the  contradictory  [p.  66s] 
interests,  and  thus  giving  satisfaction  to  reason. 

The  same  applies  to  the  assertion  or  denial  of  the 
famous  law  of  the  cuitttiiuoits  scale  of  created  beings, 
first  advanced  by  Leibuiz,  and  so  cleverly  trimmed 
up  by  Bonnet.  It  is  nothing  but  a  carrying  out 
of  the  principle  of  affinity,  resting  on  the  interest  of 
reason  ;  for  neither  observation,  nor  insight  into  the 
constitution  of  nature  could  ever  have  supplied  it  us 
an  objective  assertion.     The  steps  of  such  a  ladder, 
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as  far  as  they  can  be  supplied  by  experience,  arc- 
too  far  apart  from  each  other,  and  the  so-called  small 
differences  are  often  in  nature  itself  such  wide  gaps 
that  no  value  can  be  attached  to  such  observations 
as  revealing  the  intentions  of  nature,  particularly  as 
it  musi  ;<l\\  ftja  be  easy  to  discover  in  the  great  variety 
of  things  certain  similarities  and  approximations. 
The  method,  on  the  contnu\.  of  looking  for  order  in 
nature,  according  to  such  a  principle,  and  the  maxim 
of  admitting  such  order  (though  it  may  be  uncertain 
where  and  how  f;ir)  as  existing  in  uature  in  general, 
form  certainly  a  legitimate  and  excellent  regulati\. 
principle  of  reason,  only  that,  as  such,  it  goes  far  be- 
yond where  experience  or  observation  could  follow  it. 
It  only  indicates  the  way  which  leads  to  systematical 
unity,  but  does  not  determine  anything  beyond. 


Of  the  Ultimate  Aim  of  the  Natural  Dialectic 

Iff  Human  Reason.  [p.  669] 

The  ideas  of  pure  reason  can  never  be  dialect  i.:. I 
in  themselves,  but  it  must  l>e  due  to  their  mis- 
employment,  if  a  deceptive  illusion  arise  from  them. 
They  are  given  to  us  by  the  nature  of  our 
and  this  highest  tribunal  of  all  the  rights  and  claims 
of  speculation  cannot  possibly  itself  contain  original 
fallacies  and  deceits.  We  must  suppose,  therefore, 
that  they  had  a  good  and  legitimate  intention  in 
the  natural  disposition  of  our  reason.  The  uu<], 
of  sophists,  however,  cry  out  as  usual  about  ab- 
surdities ami  'n-iirailietionB,  and  blame  the  govern- 
ment the  secret  plans  of  whioh  they  cannot   even 
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fontanel,  whale  it  is  to  its  beneficent  influence  that 
they  owe  their  protection  and  that  amount  of  intelli- 
gence which  enables  them  to  blame  and  condemn  the 
government. 

We  cannot  use  a  concept  a  priori  with  any  safety, 
without  having  first  established  its  transcendental 
deduction,  It  is  true  the  ideas  of  pure-  reason  do  not 
allow  of  a  deduction  in  the  same  manner  as  the  cate- 
gories; but  if  they  are  to  claim  any,  though  only  an 
undefined  ulijcctive  validity,  and  are  not  to  represent 

re  tiet  u  >ns  of  thought  only  (entia  rationis  ratioei- 
nautis).  a  deduction  of  them  must  be  possible.  [j>.  670] 
even  though  it  may  differ  from  that  which  we  were 
able  to  give  of  the  categories.  This  will  form  the 
completion  of  the  critical  task  of  pun-  reason,  and  it 
is  this  which  we  now  mean  to  undertake. 

It  makes  a  great  difference  whether  something  is 
represented  to  our  reason  as  an  object  ab*<>lutdtj,  or 
merely  as  an  object  in  thr  idea.  In  the  former  case 
my  concepts  are  meant  to  determine  the  object,  in 
the  latter  there  is  only  a  schema  to  which  no  object, 
not  even  a  hypothetical  one.  corresponds  directly,  but 
which  only  serves  to  represent  to  ourselves  indirectly 
other  objects  through  their  relation  to  that  idea,  and 
according  to  their  systematical  unity.  Thus  I  say 
that  the  concept  of  a  highest  intelligence  is  a  mere 
idea,  that  is,  that  its  objective  reality  is  not  to  consist 
in  its  referring  directly  to  any  object  (for  in  that 
sense  we  should  not  be  able  to  justify  its  objective 
validity) ;  but  that  it  is  only  a  schema,  arranged 
according  to  the  conditions  of  the  highest  unity  of 
reason,  of  the  concept  of  a  thing  in  general,  serving 
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only  to  obtain  tin.*  I  systematical  unity  in  the 

empirical  use  of  our  nsison,  liy  helping  us,  as  it  were, 
to  dednoa  ill  object  of  experience  from  bbe  imagined 
object  of  that  idea  as  its  ground  or  cause.  Thus  we 
are  led  to  say,  for  instance,  that  the  things  of  [p.  671 J 
the  world  most  be  ooBsidezed  «»  if  they  owed  their 
existence  to  boom  supreme  intelligence ;  and  the  idea 
is  thus  i  heuristic  only,  not  an  ostensive  concept, 
showing  us  not  how  an  object  is  really  oonetituto  ■■!. 
but  how  we,  iimler  the  guidance  of  that  concept, 
should  look  for  the  constitution  and  connection  of  the 
objects  of  experience  in  general.  If,  than,  it  can  be 
-ln.wn  that,  although  the  three  transcendental  ideas 
(the  ptuehologiaal,  eo$nulogieal,  and  tJi  </)  can- 

not he  used  directly  to  dehrmine  any  object  0 
responding  to  them,  yet  all  the  rules  of  the  empirical 
use  of  reason  will  lead,  under  the  presupposition  of 
such  BO  ■■Lj.rl  in  t lie  idea,  to  a  systematical  unity,  and 
to  .in  extension  of  OUX  empirical  kuowledge.  without 
ever  running  couuter  to  them,  it  becomes  a  necessary 
naetffl  of  leason  to  act  in  accordance  with  such  ideas. 
Ami  tliis  is  really  the  transcendental  deduction  of  dl 
ideea  of  speculative  reason,  considered  not  as  • 
dilutive  principles  for  extending  our  knowledge  to 

re  objects  than  can  be  given  by  experience,  but  as 
regulative  principles  for  the  systematical  unirv  4  ;l  e 
manifold  of  empirical  kuowledgc.  which  knoul. 
within  its  own  limit**,  can  thus  be  better  arran 
and  unproved  than  it  would  be  possible  without  such 
ideas,  and  by  the  mere  use  of  the  principles  of  the 
understanding. 

I  shall  try  to  make  this  clean  1      i ■'■•  low  ug   [p-&7'] 
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these  idea*  us  principles,  we  shall  first  (in    psycho- 
logy) connect  all    phenomena,  all    the   activity  and 
receptivity  of  Our  mind,  according  to  our  internal  ex- 
perience,   as   it*  our  mind  were  a  simple    Bubstn: 
existing  permanently,  and  with  personal  identity  (in 
this  life  at  least),  while  its  states,  to  which  those  of 
tilt;   body  belong  as  external  conditions,  are  changing 
continually.     Secondly  (in  cosmology),  we  are  bound 
to  follow  up  the  conditions  both  of  internal  and  ex- 
ternal natural    phenomena  in  an  investigation  that 
can    never    Income    complete,    looking    upon    these 
phenomena   u    infinite,   and   without   any   first   or 
supreme  member;  but  we  ought  not  therefore  to  deny 
the  purely  intelligible  first    grounds  of  these  phe- 
nomena, as  outside  of  them,  though  not  allowed  to 
briug  them  ever  into  connection  with  our  expla 
tions  of  nature,  for  the  simple  reason  that  we  do  not 
know  them.      Thirdly,  and  lastly  (in  theology),  we 
must   consider  everything  that  may  belong  to  the 
whole   of  possible  experience  as  if  that  experience 
formed  one  absolute   but    thoroughly  dependent,  and 
always,  within  the  world  of  sense,  conditioned  unity  : 
but,  at    the  same  time,  as  if  it,  the  whole  of  phe- 
nomena (the  world  of  sense  itself),  had  one  supreme 
and  all-sufficient  ground,  outside  its  sphere,  namely 
an  independent,  original,  creative  reason,  in  reference 
to  which  we  direct  all  empirical  use  of  our     [i>.  673] 
reason  in  its  widest  extension  in  such  a  way  as  if  the 
objects  themselves  had  sprung  from  that  archetype  nf 
all  reason.     In  other  words,  we  ought  not  to  den 
the    interna]    phenomena   of   the   soul    as   if  from    a 
simple    thinking    substance,    but    derive  them    from 
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each  other,  according  to  the  idea  of  a  simple  being: 
we  ought  not  to  derive  the  order  and  systematical 
unity  Of  the  world  from  :i  supreme  iriti .■lligciiee,  hut 
boiTow  from  the  idea  of  a  supremely  wise  cause  tl  e 
rule  according  to  which  reason  may  best  be  used  for 
her  own  satisfaction  in  the  connection  of  causes  and 
effects  in  this  world. 

Now  there  is  nothing  that  could  in  the  least 
prevent  us  from  admitting  these  ideas  as  objective 
Olid  hypostatics]  also,  except  in  the  case  of  the  0 
mological  idea,  where  reason,  when  trying  to  carry- 
it  out  objectively,  is  met  by  an  antinomy.  There 
is  no  such  antinomy  in  the  psychological  and  theo- 
logical ideas,  and  how  could  anybody  contest  tin ai 
objective  reality,  as  he  knows  as  little  how  to  deny, 
as  we.  how  to  assert  their  possibility  ? 

It  is  true  nevertheless  that,  in  order  to  admit 
anything,  it  is  not  enough  that  there  should  he  no 
positive  impediment  to  it,  nor  are  we  allowed  to 
introduce  fictions  Of  our  thoughts,  transcending  all 
our  concepts,  though  contradicting  none,  as  real  and 
definite  objects,  on  the  mere  credit  of  our  some- 
what perfunctory  speculative  reason.  They  [\>.  67^] 
should  not  therefore  be  admitted  as  real  in  them- 
selves, but  their  reality  should  only  be  considered  as 
the  reality  of  a  schema  of  a  regulative  principle 
for  the  I  unity  of  all  empirical  knowledge. 

Hence  they  arc  to  be  admitted  as  analoga  only  of 
real  tilings,  and  not  as  real  things  in  themselves. 
We  rerno\e  from  the  object  of  an  idea  the  con- 
ditions which  limit  the  concepts  of  our  under- 
standing,  and   which   alone  enable   us   to   have  a 
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definite-  concept  of  anything ;  and  then  we  repre- 
sent to  ourselves  a  something  of  which  we  know 
not  in  the  least  what  it  is  hy  itself,  but  which, 
nevertheless,  we  represent  to  ourselves  in  a  relation 
to  the  whole  of  phenomena,  analogous  to  that  re- 
lation which  phenomena  have  among  themselves. 

If  therefore  we  admit  such  ideal  beings,  we  do 
not  really  enlarge  our  knowledge  beyond  the  objects 
of  possible  experience,  but  only  the  empirical  unity 
of  those  objects,  by  means  of  that  systematical  unity 
of  which  the  idea  furnishes  us  the  schema,  and 
which  therefore  cannot  claim  to  be  a  constitutive, 
but  only  a  regulative  principle.  For  if  we  admit 
a  something,  or  a  real  being,  corresponding  to  the 
idea,  we  do  not  intend  thereby  to  enlarge  our  know- 
ledge of  things  by  means  of  transcendental '  concepts  ; 
for  sueh  a  being  in  admitted  in  the  idea  .  u,ly,  and  not 
by  itself,  and  only  in  order  to  express  that  systemati- 
cal unity  which  is  to  guide  the  empirical  use  [p.  675] 
of  our  reason,  without  stating  anything  as  to  what 
is  the  ground  of  that  unity  or  the  internal  nature 
of  such  a  being  on  which,  as  its  cause,  that  unity 
depends. 

Thus  the  transcendental  and  the  only  definite 
concept  which  purely  speculating  reason  gives  us  of 
God,  is  in  the  strictest  sense  deiatic  ;  that  is,  reason 
does  not  even  supply  us  with  the  objective  validity 
of  such  a  concept,  but  only  with  the  idea  of  some- 

1  The  First  Edition  reads  transc«ndetUen,  iuatead  of  tra nttendm* 
tnltn,  which  in  gives  in  the  corrigenda  of  the  Fifth  Edition;  it  is 
not  impowible,  however,  that  Kunt  may  have  meaut  to  write  Iran- 
tctndtnUn.  in  older  to  indicate  the  illegitimate  OM  of  these  cone  | 
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thing  on  which  the  highest  and  necessary  unity  of 
all  empirical  reality  is  founded,  aud  which  we  cannot 
represent  to  ourselves  except  in  analogy  with  a  real 
substance,  being,  according  to  the  laws  of  nature,  the 
cause  of  all  things ;  always  supposing  that  wo  under- 
take to  think  it  at  all  as  a  particular  object,  and,  satis- 
fied with  the  mere  idea  of  the  regulative  principle  of 
reason,  do  not  rather  put  aside  the  completion  of  all 
the  conditions  of  our  thought,  as  too  much  for  t In- 
human understanding,  which,  however,  is  hardly  com- 
patible with  that  perfect  systematical  unity  of  our 
knowledge  to  which  reason  at  least  imposes  no  limits. 

Thus  it  happens  tli:it,  if  wo  admit  a  Divine  Being, 
we  have  not  the  slightest  conception  cither  of  die 
internal  possibility  of  its  supreme  perfection,  nor  of" 
the  necessity  of  its  existence,  but  are  able  at  [p.  676] 
least  thus  to  satisfy  all  other  questions  relating  to 
contingent  things,  and  give  tho  most  perfect  satis- 
fju-t  i"ii  to  reason  with  reference  to  that  highest  unity 
in  ita  empirical  application  that  has  to  be  discovenl 
but  not  in  reference  to  that  hypothesis  itself.  This 
proves  that  it  is  the  speculative-  interest  of  reason, 
and  not  its  real  insight,  which  justifies  it  in  starting 
from  a  point  so  far  above  its  proper  sphere  in  order 
to  survey  from  thence  its  objects,  as  belonging  to 
a  complete  whole. 

Here  we  meet  with  a  distinction  in  our  mode  of 
thought,  the  premisses  remaining  the  same,  a  ■ 
tindiun    which    is   somewhat    subtle.    Init   of  great 
importune     in    transceudcnt.il     philo 
have  sufficient  ground  for  admitting  something 
latiwly  (suppositio  relativ  mt  having  a  right 
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to  admit   it   absolutely  (suppositio  absohita).      This 

distinction  comes  in  when  we  have  to  deal  with  ■ 

ulativc  prkiic  i[ >1. -.  of  which  we  know  the  necessity 
by  itself,  but  not  its  source,  and  where  we  admit 
a  supreme  cause,  only  in  order  to  think  the  uni- 
versality of  the  principle  with  greater  definitely 
Thus,  if  I  think  of  a  being  as  existing  which  cor- 
responds to  a  mere  idea,  and  to  a  transcendental  one, 
I  ought  not  to  admit  the  existence  of  such  a  being 
by  itself,  because  no  concepts  through  which  I  can 
conceive  any  object  definitely,  can  reach  it,  [p.  677] 
and  the  conditions  of  the  objective  validity  of  my 
Concept  ne  excluded  by  the  idea  itself.  The  oon- 
0  pta  of  reality,  of  substance,  even  of  causality,  and 
those  of  necessity  in  existence,  have  no  meaning  that 
oonld  determine  any  object,  unless  they  are  used  to 
make  the  empirical  knowledge  of  an  object  possibL 
They  may  be  used,  therefore,  to  explain  the  possi- 
bility of  things  in  the  world  of  sense,  but  not  to 
explain  the  possibility  of  a  universe  itself,  because 
such  an  hypothesis  is  outside  the  world  and  could 
never  he  an  object  of  possible  experience.  I  can, 
however,  admit  perfectly  well  such  an  inconceivable 
Being,  being  the  object  of  a  mere  idea,  relative  to 
the  world  of  sense,  though  not  as  existing  by  itself. 
For  if  the  greatest  possible  empirical  use  of  my 
reason  depends  on  au  idea  (mi  the  systematically 
complete  unity  of  which  I  shall  soon  speak  more 
in  detail),  which  by  itself  can  never  be  adequately 
represented  in  experience,  though  it  is  indispensably 
necessary  in  order  to  bring  the  empirical  unity  as 
near   as   possible    to   the  highest    perfection,   I   shall 
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not  only  have  the  riglit.  but  even  the  duty,  to  nil 
such  an  idea,  that  is,  to  assign  to  it  a  real  obj-  -  1 
though  only  as  a  something  in  general,  which  by 
itself  I  do  not  know  at  all,  and  to  which,  as  the 
cause  of  that  systematical  unity,  I  uoribOj  in  reference 
t>>  it,  such  qualities  as  aiv  analogous  to  the  [p.  678] 
concepts  employed  by  the  understanding  in  dealing 
with  experience.  I  shall,  therefore,  according  to 
the  analogy  of  realities  in  the  world,  of  substances, 
of  c:iiis:ilii  v,  and  of  necessity,  conceive  a  Being  pos- 
sessing all  these  in  the  highest  perfection,  and,  as  this 
idea  rests  on  my  reason  only,  conceive  that  Being 
as  gelf subsist  eni  reason,  being,  through  the  ideas  of 
tin  ^t    harmony  and  unity,  the  cause  of  the 

universe.  In  doing  this  I  omit  all  conditions  which 
could  limit  the  idea,  simply  in  order  to  render,  with 
the  help  of  such  a  fundamental  cau.se,  the  systematical 
unity  of  the  manifold  in  the  universe,  and,  through 
it,  the  greatest  possible  empirical  use  of  reason,  pos- 
sible. I  then  look  upon  all  connections  in  the  world, 
as  if  therj  wen  ordered  by  a  supreme  reason,  of 
which  our  own  reason  is  but  a  faint  copy,  and  I 
represent  to  myself  that  Supreme  Being  through 
concepts  which,  properly  speaking,  are  applicable  to 
world  of  sense  only.  As,  however,  I  make  none 
but  a  relative  use  of  that  transcendental  hyp-tin  si-. 
as  the  substratum  of  the  greatest  possible  unity  of 
experience,  I  may  perfectly  well  represent  a  being 
whiofa  I  distinguish  from  the  world,  by  qualities 
which  belong  to  the  world  of  16008  <-nly.  For  I 
demand  bjp  no  means,  nor  am  I  justified  id  demand- 
ing, that    I    should  know   that   object  .-t    my  ides, 
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iiccording  to  what  it  may  be  by  itself.  I  havi 
concepts  whatever  for  it,  and  even  the  con-  [p.  679] 
eepts  of  reality,  substance,  causality,  ay,  of  the  ne- 
cessity in  existence,  loHe  all  their  meaning,  and 
become  mere  titles  of  concepts,  void  of  contents,  as 
1  as  I  venture  with  them  outside  the  field  of  the 
na  I  only  present  to  myself  the  relation  of  a 
being  utterly  unknown  to  me  as  existing  by  itself, 
to  the  greatest  possible  systematical  unity  of  the 
universe,  in  order  to  use  it  as  a  schema  of  the 
regulative  principle  of  the  greatest  possible  empirical 
use  of  my  i-eason. 

If  now  wc  glance  at  the  transcendental  object 
of  "ur  idea,  we  find  that  we  cannot,  according  to  the 
concepts  of  reality,  substance,  causality,  &c,  pre- 
suppose  its  reality  by  itself,  because  such  concepts 
are  altogether  inapplicable  to  something  totally  dis- 
tinct from  the  world  of  sense.  The  supposition, 
therefore,  which  reason  makes  of  u  Supreme  Being, 
as  the  highest  cause,  is  relative  only,  devised  for 
the  sake  of  the  systematical  unity  in  the  world 
i')'  sense,  and  a  mere  Something  in  the  idea,  while 
we  have  no  concept  of  what  it  may  be  by  itself. 
Thus  we  are  able  to  understand  why  we  require 
the  idea  of  an  original  being,  necessary  by  itst-If, 
with  reference  to  all  that  is  given  to  the  senses 
as  existing,  but  can  never  have  the  slightest  con- 
ception of  it  and  of  its  absolute  necessity. 

At  this  point  we  are  able  to  place  the  results  of 
the  whole  Transcendental  Dialectic  clearly  before  mu 
eyes,  and  to  define  accurately  the  final  aim  of  [p.  680] 
the  ideas  of  pure  reason,  which  could  become  dialectical 
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through  misapprehension  and  carelessness  only.  Pure 
reason  is,  in  fact,  concerned  with  nothing  hut  itself, 
nor  can  it  have  any  other  occupation,  because  what 
is  given  to  it  are  not  the  objects  intended  for  the 
unity  of  an  empirical  concept,  but  the  knowledge 
supplied  by  the  understanding  for  the  unity  of  the 
concept  of  reason,  that  is,  its  connection  according 
to  a  principle.  The  unity  of  reason  is  the  unity 
of  a  system,  and  that  systematical  unity  does  not 
serve  objectively  as  a  principle  of  reason  to  extend 
its  sway  over  objects,  but  subjectively  as  a  maxim 
to  extend  its  sway  owr  oil  possible  empirical  know- 
ledge of  objects.  Nevertheless,  the  systematical  con- 
nection which  reason  can  impart  to  the  understanding 
in  its  empirical  use  helps  not  only  to  extend  that 
use,  but  confirms  at  the  same  time  its  correctness; 
nay,  the  principle  of  such  systematical  unity  is  ob- 
jective also,  though  in  an  indefinite  manner  (princi- 
pium  vagum),  not  as  a  constitutive  principle,  deter- 
mining something  in  its  direct  object,  but  only  as 
a  regulative  principle  and  maxim,  advancing  and 
strengthening  infinitely  the  indefinitely  empirical 
use  of  reason  by  the  opening  of  new  paths  unknown 
to  the  understanding,  without  ever  running  counter 
to  the  laws  of  its  practical  use. 

Reason,  however,  cannot  think  thi  [p.  681] 

matical  unity,  without  attributing  to  its  idea  an  obj> 
whioh,  as  experience  has  never  given  an  example  of 
complete  systematical  unity,  can  never  be  given  in  any 
experience.    This  being,  demanded  by  reason,  (ens  ra- 
tionis  ratiociuaUe),  is  no  doubt  a  mere  idea,  and  n<>' 
therefore  received  as  something  absolutely  real  and 
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real  by  ifoclf.  It  is  only  admitted  problematically  (for 
we  r.niii  reach  it  by  any  concepts  of  the  understand- 
ing), in  order  to  enable  us  to  look  upon  the  connection 
of  things  in  the  world  of  sense,  aa  if  they  bad  tluii 
ground  in  that  being,  the  real  object  being  to  found 
upon  it  that  systematical  unity  which  is  indispensable 
to  reason,  helpful  in  every  way  to  the  empirical  know- 
ledge of  the  understanding,  ami  never  a  hindrance  to  it. 

We  misapprehend  at  once  the  true  meaning  of  that 
idea,  if  we  accept  it  as  the  assertion,  or  even  as  the 
hypothesis  of  a  real  thing  to  which  the  ground  of  the 

bCM  1  latical  construction  of  the  world  should  be  as- 
cribed. What  we  ought  to  do  is  to  leave  it  entirely 
uncertain,  what  that  ground  which  escapes  all  our 
Concepts  DJay  be  by  itself,  and  to  use  the  idea  only  as 
a  point  of  view  from  which  alone  we  may  expand 
that  unity  which  is  as  essential  to  reason  as  bene- 
tichd  to  the  understanding.  In  one  word,  that  [p.  682] 
transcendental  thing  is  only  the  schema  of  the  regu- 
lative principle  with  which  reason  spreads  systema- 
tical unity,  as  far  as  possible,  over  all  experience. 

The  first  object  of  such  an  idea  is  the  ego,  con- 
sidered merely  as  a  thinking  nature  (soul).  Now  if  I 
want  to  know  the  qualities  with  which  a  thinking 
being  exists  in  itself,  1  have  to  consult  experience : 
but  of  all  the  categories,  I  cannot  apply  a  single  one 
to  that  object,  unless  its  schema  is  given  in  sensuous 
intuition.  Thus  I  can  never  arrive  at  a  systematical 
unity  of  all  the  phenomena  of  the  internal  sense. 
Reason,  therefore,  instead  of  taking  from  experience 
the  concept  of  that  wliich  the  soul  is  in  reality,  which 
would  not  lead  us  very  far,  prefers  the  concept  of  tin 
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empirical  unity  of  all  thought,  and  by  representing 
that  unity  as  unconditioned  and  original,  it  changes  it 
into  a  concept  of  reason,  or  an  idea  of  a  simple  sub- 
stance, a  substance  unchangeable  in  itself  (personally 
identical),  and  in  communication  with  other  rial  things 
outside  it;  in  one  word,  into  a  simple  self-suhsisteni 
intelligence.  In  doing  this,  its  object  is  merely  to 
timl  principles  of  systematical  unity  for  the  expla- 
nation of  the  phenomena  of  the  soul,  so  that  all  de- 
terminations may  be  received  as  existing  in  one 
subject,  all  powers,  as  much  as  possible,  as  derived 
from  one  fundamental  power,  and  all  changes  as  be- 
longing to  the  states  of  one  and  the  same  [p.  683] 
permanent  being,  while  all  phenomena  in  space  are 
rqproaanted  as  totally  different  from  the  acts  of 
thought.  That  simplicity  of  substance,  &c.,  was  only 
meant  to  be  the  schema  of  this  regulative  principle  ; 
it  is  not  assumed  to  be  the  real  ground  of  all  the 
properties  of  the  soul.  These  properties  may  rest  on 
qnite  different  grounds,  of  which  we  know  nothing  ; 
nor  could  we  know  the  soul  even  bv  these  assumed 
predicates  by  itself,  even  if  we  regarded  them  as  abso- 
lutely valid  with  regard  to  it,  for  they  really  consti- 
tute a  men;  idea  which  cannot  be  represented  in 
concrete.  Nothing  but  good  can  spring  from  such  a 
psychological  idea,  if  only  we  take  care  not  to  take  it 
t"i  more  than  an  idea,  that  is.  if  we  apply  it  only  in 
relation  to  the  systematical  use  of  reason,  with  refer 
enee  to  the  phenomena  of  OUT  soul.  For  in  that  case 
00  empirics!  laws  of  corporeal  phenomena,  which  are 
of  e  totally  difierent  kind,  are  mixed  up  with  the  ex- 
planation of  what  belongs  to  the  internal  tense;  u 
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no  windy  hypothesis  of  generation,  extinction,  ami 
palingenesis  of  souls  are  admitted.  The  consideration 
of  this  object  of  the  internal  sense  remains  pure  and 
unmixed  with  heterogeneous  matters,  while  reason 
in  its  investigations  is  directed  towards  bracing  all 
the  grounds  of  explanation,  as  far  as  ]>ossible,  to  one 
single  principle ;  and  this  can  best  be  achieved,  [p.  684] 
nay.  cannot  be  achieved  otherwise  but  by  such  a 
jcbema  which  attributes  to  the  soul  hypothetically 
the  character  of  a  real  being.  The  psychological  idea 
cannot  be  anything  but  such  a  schema  of  a  regulati%re 
concept.  The  very  question,  for  instance,  whether 
the  soul  by  itself  be  of  a  spiritual  nature,  would  have 
no  meaning,  because,  by  such  a  concept,  I  should  take 
away  not  only  corporeal,  but  all  nature,  that  is,  all 
predicates  of  any  possible  experience,  and  therefore 
all  the  conditions  under  which  the  object  of  such  a 
■  ■i.neept  could  be  thought;  and,  in  that  case,  the  con- 
cept would  have  no  meaning  at  all. 

The  second  regulative  idea  of  speculative  reason  i 
the  concept  of  the  universe.  For  nature  is  really  the 
only  object  given  to  us  in  regard  to  which  reason 
requires  regulative  principles.  Nature,  however,  is 
twofold,  either  thinking  or  corporeal.  In  order  t<> 
think  the  internal  possibility  of  the  latter,  that  is,  in 
order  to  determine  the  application  of  the  categories 
to  it,  wo  require  no  idea,  that  is,  no  representation 
which  transcends  experience.  Nor  is  such  an  idea 
possible  in  regard  to  it,  because  we  ;<re  here  guided 
by  sensuous  intuition  only,  different  from  what  it 
was  in  the  case  of  the  psychological  fundamental 
concept  of  the  I,  which  contains  a  priori  a  certain 
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form  of  thought,  namely  the  unity  of  the  I.  Pure 
reason  has  therefore  nothing  left  to  deal  with  [p.  685] 
but  nature  in  general,  and  the  completeness  of  its 
conditions  according  to  some  principle.  The  absolute 
totality  of  the  series  of  these  conditions  determining 
the  derivation  of  all  their  members,  is  an  idea  which, 
though  never  brought  to  perfection  in  the  empirical 
use  of  reason,  may  yet  become  a  rule,  telling  us  how 
to  proceed  in  the  explanation  of  given  phenomena 
(whether  in  an  ascending  or  descending  line),  namely, 
U  if  the  series  were  in  themselves  infinite,  that  is.  in 
imlvfinitum  :  while,  when  reason  itself  is  considered 
as  the  determining  cause  (in  freedom),  in  the  case  of 
practical  principles  therefore,  we  must  proceed  as  if 
m  had  to  deal,  not  with  an  object  of  the  senses,  but 
with  one  of  the  pure  understanding.  Here  the  con- 
ditions are  no  longer  placed  within  the  series  of 
phenomena,  but  outside  it,  and  the  series  of  states 
considered,  as  if  it  had  an  absolute  beginning  through 
an  intelligible  cause.  All  this  proves  that  cosmo- 
logical  ideas  are  nothing  but  regulative  principles, 
:iik1  by  no  means  constitutive,  as  establishing  a  real 
totality  of  such  series.  The  remainder  of  this  argu- 
ment may  be  seen  in  its  place,  namely,  in  the  chapter 
on  the  Antinomy  of  Pure  Reason. 

The  third  idea  of  pure  reason,  containing  a  merely 
relative  hypothesis  of  a  being  which  is  the  only  and 
all-sufficient  cause  of  all  coamological  scries,  is  the  idea 
of  God.  We  have  not  the  slightest  ground  [p.  686] 
to  admit  absolutely  the  object  of  that  idea  (to  sup- 
pose it  in  itself)  ;  for  what  could  enable,  or  even 
justify  us  in  believing  or  asserting  a  Being  of 
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highest  perfection,  and  absolutely  necessary  from  its 
very  nature,  on  the  strength  of  its  concept  only,  except 
the  world  with  reference  to  which  alone  such  an 
hypothesis  may  be  called  necessary  ?  We  then  per- 
ceive that  the  idea  of.it,  like  all  speculative  i.l. 
means  no  more  than  that  reason  requires  us  to  con- 
sider all  connection  in  the  world  according  to  the 
principles  of  a  systematical  unity,  and,  therefore,  as 
if  the  whole  of  it  had  sprung  from  a  single  all-em- 
bracing Being,  as  its  highest  and  all-sufficient  cai 
We  see,  therefore,  that  reason  can  have  no  object 
here  but  its  own  formal  rule  for  the  extension  of  its 
empirical  use,  but  can  never  use  extension  lxjyond  all 
limitx  i if  it*  t'liijiirlral  itxr.  This  idea,  therefore,  does 
not  involve  a  constitutive  principle  of  its  use  as 
applied  to  possible  experience. 

The  highest  formal  unity,  whieh  is  based  on  con- 
cepts of  reason  alone,  is  the  sifsd  mat  leal  and  int- 
imity of  things,  and  it  is  the  speculative  interest  of 
reason  whirl,  makes  it  necessary  to  regard  all  order 
in  the  world  as  if  it  had  originated  in  the  design  of 
a  supreme  wisdom.     Such  a  principle  opens  to  our 
reason    in   the   held   of  experience   quite   new    |;>.  687] 
views,  how  to  connect  the  things  of  the  world  accord- 
to  teleological  laws,  and  thus  to  arrive  at  their 
greatest  systematica]  unity.  The  admission  of  a  highest 
intelligence,  as  the  only  cause  of  the  universe,  though 
in  the  idea  only,  can  therefore  always  benefit  reason, 
and  yet  never  injure  it.     For  if,  with  regard  to  the 
GgOTO  of  the  earth  (which  is  round,  though  somewhat 
flattened  ').  of  mountains,  and  seas,  &c,  we  admit  at 

'  The  iirlvantiigc  which  HUM  fivra  tin    dxoaltr  sluice  <»1  I  ho 
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once  nothing  but  wise  intentions  of  their  author,  we 
are  enabled  to  make  in  tliis  wise  a  number  of  im- 
portant discoveries.  If  we  keep  to  this  hypothesis 
as  a  purely  regulative  principle,  even  error  cannot 
hurt  us  much;  for  the  front  that  could  happen 
would  be  that,  when  we  expected  a  teleological  con- 
nection (nexus  finalis),  we  only  find  a  mechanical  or 
physical  (nexus  effectivus),  in  which  case  we  [p.  688] 
merely  lose  an  additional  unity,  but  we  do  not  destroy 
the  unity  of  reason  iu  its  empirical  application.  And 
even  this  failure  could  not  affect  the  law-  itself,  in 
its  general  and  teleological  character.  For  although 
an  anatomist  may  be  convicted  of  error,  if  referring 
any  member  of  an  animal  body  to  a  purpose  of 
which  it  can  clearly  be  shown  that  it  does  not  Mong 
to  it,  it  is  entirely  impawiblfl  in  any  given  case  to 
prove  that  an  arrangement  of  nature,  be  it  what  it 
may,  has  no  purpose  at  all.  Medical  physiology, 
therefore,  enlarges  ita  very  limited  empirical  kno 
ledge  of  the  purposes  of  the  members  of  an  orga 
body  by  a  principle  iaspired  by  pure  reason  only, 
so  far  as  to  admit  confidently,  and  with  the  ap- 
probation of  all  intelligent  persons,  that  everything 
in  an  animal  has  its  purpose  and  advantage.     Such 

earth  it  well  known ;  Lul  few  ouly  know  that  its  flattening,  which 
gives  it  the  form  of  a  spheroid,  alone  prevents  the  elevations  of 
continents,  or  even  of  smaller  volcanically  raised  mountains,  from 
contiiiuoutly  and,  within  no  wry  greut  space  of  d>ly 

altering  the  axis  of  the  earth.  The  protuberance  of  the  earth  at 
the  equator  forms  however  so  considerable  a  mountain,  that  the 
impetus  of  every  other  mountain  can  never  drive  it  perceptibly  out 
«>f  its  pOBtioD  with  reference  to  the  axis  of  the  earth.  And  yet 
people  do  not  hesitate  to  explain  thin  wise  arrangement  si< 
from  the  equilibrium  of  the  once  fluid  man. 
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a  supposition,  if  used  constitutively,  goes  far  l>eyond 
where  our  present  observation  would  justify  us  in 
going,  which  shows  that  it  is  nothing  but  a  regula- 
tive principle  of  reason,  leading  us  on  to  the  highest 
systematical  unity,  by  the  idea  of  an  intelligent 
causality  in  the  supreme  cause  of  the  world,  and  by 
the  supposition  that  this,  as  the  highest  intelligence, 
is  the  cause  of  every  tiling,  according  to  the  wisest 
design. 

But  if  we  remove  this  restriction  of  the  [p.  689] 
idea  to  a  merely  regulative  use,  reason  is  led  away 
in  many  ways.  It  leaves  the  ground  of  experience, 
which  ought  always  to  show  the  vestiges  of  its  pro- 
gress, and  ventures  beyond  it  to  what  is  inconceivable 
and  unsearchable,  becoming  giddy  from  the  very 
height  of  it,  and  from  seeing  itself  on  that  high 
standpoint  entirely  cut  off  from  its  proper  work 
in  agreement  with  experience. 

The  first  fault  which  arises  from  our  using  the 
idea  of  a  supreme  Being,  not  regulatively  only,  but 
(contrary  to  the  nature  of  an  idea)  constitutively, 
is  what  I  call  the  indolence  of  reason  (ignava  ratio  '.) 
We  may  so  term  every  principle  which  causes  us 
to  look  on  our  investigation  of  nature,  wherever  it 
may  be,  as  absolutely  complete,  so  that,  reason  [p.  690] 
may   rest  as  if  her   task  were    fully  accomplished. 

1  This  was  a  name  given  dy  (he  old  dialecticians  to  a  sophistical 
argument,  which  ran  thus :  If  it  in  your  fata  that  you  should  re- 
cover from  thin  illu«w,  you  will  recover,  whether  you  send  for  a 
doctor  or  not.  Cicero  saya  that  thin  argument  wan  called  ignara 
ratio,  hecause.  if  we  followed  it,  reason  would  have  no  use  at  all  in 
life.  It  is  for  this  rvaxon  that  I  apply  the  same  name  to  this 
uophistical  argument  of  pure  ruiuMi. 
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Thus  the  task  of  reason  is  rendered  very  easy  even 
by  the  psychological  idea,  if  that  idea  is  used  as  a 
constitutive  principle  for  the  explanation  of  the  phe- 
nomena of  our  soul,  and  afterwards  even  for  the 
extension  of  our  knowledge  beyond  all  possible 
experience  (its  state  after  death) ;  but  the  natural 
use  of  reason,  under  the  guidance  of  experience,  is 
thus  entirely  mined  and  destroyed.  The  dogmatical 
spiritualist  finds  no  difficulty  in  explaining  the  un- 
changing unity  of  the  person,  amidst  all  the  changes 
of  condition,  from  the  unity  of  the  thinking  substance, 
which  lie  imagines  he  perceives  directly  in  the 
I  j — or  the  interest,  which  we  take  in  things  that  are 
to  happen  after  death,  from  the  consciousness  of 
the  immaterial  nature  of  our  thinking  subject, 
and  so  on.  He  dispenses  with  all  investigations 
of  the  origin  of  these  internal  phenomena  from  phy- 
sical causes,  passing  by,  as  it  were,  by  a  decree  of 
transcendent  reason,  the  immanent  sources  of  know- 
ledge given  by  experience.  This  may  be  convenient 
to  himself,  but  involves  a  sacrifice  of  all  real  insight. 
These  detrimental  consequences  become  still  more 
palpable 'in  the  dogmatism  involved  in  our  idea  of 
a  supreme  intelligence,  and  of  the  theological  system 
Of  nature,  erroneously  bused  on  it  (physico-  [p-69i] 
theology).  For  here  all  the  aims  which  we  obsei 
in  nature,  many  of  which  we  only  imagined  our- 
selves, serve  to  make  the  investigation  of  causes 
ex  1. emely  easy,  if,  instead  of  looking  for  them  in 
the  general  meehanitul  laws  of  mutter,  we  appeal 
directly  to  the  unsearchable  counsel  of  the  supremo 
wisdom,  imagining  the  1  Hurts  of  our  reason  as  ended, 
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wImii  we  have  really  dispensed  with  its  employment, 
which  nowhere  finds  its  proper  guid:uur,  except 
where  the  order  of  nature  and  the  succession  of 
changes,  according  to  their  own  general  laws,  supply 
it.  This  error  may  he  avoided,  if  we  do  not  merely 
consider  certain  parts  of  nature,  such  as  the  dis- 
tiilnition  of  land,  its  structure,  the  constitution  and 
direction  of  certain  mountains,  or  even  the  organisa- 
tion of  plants  and  animals,  from  the  standpoint  of 
final  aims,  but  look  upon  this  systematical  unity  of 
nature  as  something  general,  in  relation  to  tbi 
Idea  of  a  supreme  intelligence.  For,  in  this  ease. 
look  upon  nature  as  founded  on  intelligent  purposes, 
according  to  general  laws,  no  particular  arrange- 
ment of  nature  being  exempt  from  them,  but  only 
exhibiting  them  more  or  less  distinctly.  We  hare 
then,  in  fact,  a  regulative  principle  of  the  systematical 
unity  in  a  teleological  connection,  though  we  do 
not  determine  it  beforehand,  but  only  look  forward 
to  it  expectantly,  while  following  up  the  [j>.  693] 
physico-mechanical  connection  according  to  general 
laws.  In  this  way  alone  can  the  principle  of  system- 
atical and  intelligent  unity  enlarge  the  use  of  reason 
with  reference  to  experience,  without  at  any  time 
being  prejudicial  to  it. 

The  second  error,  arising  from  the  misapprehen 
of  the  priuciple  of  systematical  unity,  is  that  of  per- 
verted reason  (perversa  ratio,  utrrepov  Tportpov  ratiouis). 
The  idea  of  systematic  unity  was  only  intended  as  a 
regulative  principle  for  discovering  that  unity,  ac- 
cording to  general  laws,  in  the  connection  of  things, 
believing  that  we  have  approached  the  completeness 
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of  its  use  by  exactly  so  much  as  we  have  discovered 
of  it  empirically,  though  never  able  to  reach  it  fully. 
Instead  of  this,  the  procedure  is  reversed  ;  the  reality 
of  a  principle  of  systematical  unity  is  at  on.e  admiticd 
am)  liypustasised,  the  concept  of  such  a  supreme  in- 
telligence, though  being  in  itself  entirely  inscrutable, 
is  determined  anthropomorphical ly,  and  aims  are 
afterwards  imposed  on  nature  violently  and  dicta- 
torially,  instead  of  looking  for  them  by  means  of 
physical  investigation.  Thus  teleology,  which  was 
meant  to  supplement  the  unity  of  nature  according 
to  general  laws,  contributes  only  to  destroy  [p.  693] 
it,  and  reason  deprives  itself  of  its  own  aim,  namely, 
that  of  proving  the  exist. •no-  of  Mi.-h  an  intelligent 
supreme  cause  from  nature.  For,  if  we  may  not 
presuppose  a  priori  the  most  perfect  design  in 
nature  as  belonging  to  its  very  essence,  what  should 
direct  us  to  look  for  it,  and  to  try  to  approach  by 
degrees  to  the  highest  perfection  of  an  author,  that 
is,  to  an  absolutely  necessary  and  «  priori  intelligible 
perfection?  The  regulative  principle  requires  us  to 
admit  absolutely,  and  as  following  from  the  very 
nature  of  things,  systematical  unity  as  an  unity  of 

are,  which  has  not  only  to  be  known  empirically, 
but  must  be  admitted  a  priori,  though  as  yet  in  an 
indefinite  form  only.  But  if  I  begin  with  a  supreme 
ordaining  Being,  as  the  ground  of  all  thing*,  the 
unity  of  nature  is  really  surrendered  as  being  quite 
foreign  to  the  nature  of  things,  purely  contingent, 
and  not  to  In-  known  from  its  own  general  lawa. 
Thus  arises  a  vicious  circle  by  our  j  resuppotdug 
what,  in  reality,  ought  to  have  beea  proved. 

vol  11.  Q  q 


594  TR.WSi  KMlKNTAJ,    DIALECTIC. 

To  mistake  the  regulative  principle  of  the    kvs- 
tematical  unity  of  nature  for  a  constitutive  principle, 
and  to  presuppose  liypostatically  as  cause,  what  is 
only  in  the  idea  made  the  foundation  for  the  con- 
sistent use  of  reason,  is  simply  to  confound    [p.  694] 
reason.     The  investigation  of  nature  pursues  its  own 
course,  guided  by  the  chain  of  natural  causes  only, 
according    to    general  lawB.     It  known  the  idea   of 
an  author,  but  not  in  order  to  derive  from  it  that 
system  of  purposes  which  it  tries  to  discover  every- 
where, but  in  order  to  recognise  his  existence  from 
those  purposes,  which  are  sought  in  the  essence  of 
the  things  of  nature,  and,  if  possible,  also  in    tho 
csseuco  of  all  things  in  general,  and  consequently  as 
absolutely  necessary.    Whether  this  succeeds  or  not, 
the  idea  itself  remains  always  true,  as  well  as  its 
use,  if  only  it  is  restricted  to  the  conditions  of  a 
merely  regulative  principle, 

Complete  unity  of  design  constitutes  perfection 
(absolutely  considered).  If  we  do  not  find  such  per- 
fection in  the  nature  of  the  things  which  form  the 
object  of  experience,  that  is,  of  all  our  objectively 
valid  knowledge  ;  if  we  do  not  find  it  in  the  genera! 
and  necessary  laws  of  nature,  how  shall  we  thence 
infer  the  idea  of  a  supreme  and  absolutely  neces- 
sary perfection  of  an  original  being,  as  tho  origin  of 
all  causality  i  The  greatest  systematical  and,  there- 
fore, well-planned  unity  teaches  us,  and  first  enables 
us,  to  make  the  widest  use  of  human  reason,  and  that 
idea  is,  therefore,  inseparably  connected  with  [p.  695] 
the  very  nature  of  our  reason.  That  idea  becomes, 
in  fact,  to  us  a  law,  and  hence  it  is  very  natural  for 
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us  to  assume  a  corresponding  lawgiving  reason  (in- 
tellectus  archetypus)  from  which,  as  the  object  of 
our  reason,  all  systematical  unity  of  nature  should 
be  derived. 

When  discussing  the  antinomy  of  pure  reason,  we 
remarked  that  all  questions  raised  by  pure  reason 
must  admit  of  an  answer,  and  that  the  excuse  de- 
rived from  the  natural  limits  of  our  knowledge,  which 
in  many  questions  concerning  nature  is  as  inevitable 
as  it  is  just,  cannot  be  admitted  here,  because  ques- 
tions are  here  placed  before  us  tlirough  the  very 
nature  of  our  reason,  referring  entirely  to  its  own 
natural  constitution,  and  not  to  the  nature  of  things. 
We  have  now  an  opportunity  of  confirming  this  as- 
sertion of  oure,  which  at  first  sight  may  have  appeared 
rash,  with  regard  to  the  two  questions  in  which  pure 
reason  takes  the  greatest  interest,  and  of  thus  bring- 
ing to  perfection  our  considerations  on  the  Dialectic 
of  pure  reason. 

If.  then,  we  are  asked  the  question  (with  reference 
to  a  transcendental  theology) ',  First,  whether  there 
is  something  different  from  the  world,  con-  [p.  696] 
tuining  the  ground  of  the  order  of  the  world  and 
of  its  connection  according  to  general  laws!  our 
answer  is,  Certainly  thru  is.  For  the  world  is  a  sum 
of  phenomena,  and   there  must,  therefore,  be  some 

1  After  what  I  have  said  before  about  the  psychological  idea,  mid 
it*  proper  destination  to  serve  am  a  regulative  principle  only  far  lis 
one  of  reason,  there  is  no  necessity  for  my  discussing  separately  and 
in  full  detail  the  transcendental  illusion  which  leads  us  to  represent 
hypostatically  that  systematical  unity  of  the  manifold  phenomena  of 
tli"  internal  sense.  The  procedure  would  here  be  vory  similar  to 
that  which  we  ore  following  in  our  criticism  of  the  theological  iuVaL 
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transcendental   ground  of  it,  that  is,  a  ground   to 
be   thought  by  the    pure    understanding   only.      If, 
secondly,  we  are  asked   whether    that    Being    is    a 
substance  of  the  greatest  reality,  necessary,  &c.  1   our 
answer  is.  thai  such  a  question  has  no  meaning  at  all. 
For  all  the  categories  by  which  I  can  try  to  frame 
to  myself  a  concept  of  such  an  object  admit  of  none 
I. ut    an  empirical  use,  and  have  no  meaning  at  all, 
unless  they  are  applied  to  objects  of  possible  ex- 
perience,  that   is,  to   the  world   of  sense.    Outside 
i  hat  field  they  are  mere  titles  of  concepts,  which  we 
may  admit,  but  by  which  we  can  understand  nothing. 
If,  thirdly,  the  question  is  asked,  whether  we  may 
not  ai    least  Conceive  this  Being]  which  is  different 
from  the  world,  in  analogy  with  the  objects  of  ex- 
iir,-?  our  answer  is,  Certainly,  we  may,  but  only  as 
ii  object  in  the  idea,  and  not  in  the  reality,    [p-  697] 
that  is,  in  so  far  only  as  it  remains  a  substratum, 
unknown  to  us,  of  the  systematic  unity,  order,  and 
design   of  the    world,    which    reason   is    obliged    to 
adopt  as  a  regulative  principle  in  the  investigation 
of  nature.     Nay,  more,  we  need  not   be  afraid    to 
admit  certain  anthropomorphisms  in  that  idea,  which 
hi  the  regulative  principle  of  our  investigations. 
For  it  always  remains  an  idea  only,  which  is  never 
referred  directly  to  a  Being  different  from  the  world, 
but  only  to  the  regulative  principle  of  the  systema- 
tical unity  of  the  world,  and    this  by  some  schema  of 
it,  namely,  that  of  a  supreme  intelligence,  being  tho 
author  of  it,  for  the  wisest  purposes.     It  was  not 
intended   that   by  it  we   should    try   to    form   a   con- 
ception of  what  that  original  cause  of  the  unity  of 
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the  world  may  be  by  itself;  it  was  only  meant  to 
teach  us  how  to  080  it,  or  rather  its  idea,  with 
reference  to  the  systematical  use  of  reason,  applied 
to  the  things  of  the  world. 

But,  surely,  people  will  proceed  to  ask,  we  may, 
according  to  this,  admit  a  wise  and  omnipotent 
Author  of  the  world  1  Certainly,  we  answer,  and 
not  only  we  may,  but  we  must.  In  that  case,  there- 
fore, we  surely  extend  our  knowledge  beyond  the 
field  of  possible  experience  ?  By  no  means.  For  we 
have  only  presupposed  a  something  of  which  [p.  698] 
we  have  no  conception  whatever  as  to  what  it  is 
by  itself  (as  a  purely  transcendental  object).  W« 
1kiv»!  only,  with  reference  to  the  systeniutiral  and 
well-designed  order  of  the  world,  which  we  must  pre- 
suppose, if  we  are  to  study  nature  at  all,  presented 
to  ourselves  that  unknown  Being  in  analogy  with 
what  is  an  empirical  concept,  namely,  an  intelli- 
gence; that  is,  we  have,  with  reference  to  the  purposes 
and  the  perfection  which  depend  on  it,  attributed 
to  it  those  very  qualities  on  which,  according  to  the 
conditions  of  OUT  reason,  such  a  systematical  unity 
may  depend.  That  idea,  therefore,  is  entirely  founded 
on  the  employment  of  our  reason  in  ike  world,  and 
if  we  were  to  attribute  to  it  absolute  and  objective 
validity,  we  should  be  forgetting  that  it  is  only 
a  Being  in  the  idea  which  we  think:  and  as  we 
should  then  be  taking  our  start  from  a  cause,  that 
cannot  be  determined  by  mundane  considerations, 
should  no  longer  be  able  to  employ  that  principle 
in  accordance  with  the  empirical  use  of  reason. 

But  people  will  go  on  to  ask,  May  we  not  then  in 
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this  way  use  that  concept,  and  the  supposition  of  a 
Supreme  Being  in  a  rational  consideration  of  the 
world  1  No  doubt  we  may,  and  it  was  for  that  very 
purpose  that  that  idea  of  reason  was  established. 
And  if  it  be  asked  whether  we  may  look  upon  ar- 
rangements in  nature  which  have  all  the  appearance 
of  design,  as  real  designs,  and  trace  them  back  [p.  699] 
to  a  divine  will,  though  with  the  intervention  of 
certain  arrangements  in  the  world,  we  answer  again 
Yes,  but  only  on  -condition  that  it  bo  the  same  to 
you  whether  we  say  that  the  divine  wisdom  has 
arranged  everything  for  the  highest  purposes,  or 
whether  we  take  the  idea  of  the  supreme  wisdom 
as  our  rule  in  the  investigation  of  nature,  and  as 
the  principle  of  its  systematical  and  well-planned 
unity  according  to  general  laws,  even  when  we  are 
not  able  to  perceive  that  unity.  In  other  words,  it 
must  be  the  same  to  you,  even  when  you  do  pern 
it,  whether  we  say,  God  has  wisely  willed  it  so,  or 
nature  has  wisely  arranged  it  so.  For  it  was  that 
gWatesfc systematical  and  wcll-pLiniinl  unity, required 
by  your  reason  as  the  regulative  principle  of  all 
investigation  of  nature,  which  gave  you  the  right 
to  admit  the  idea  of  a  supreme  intelligence  as  the 
schema  of  that  regulative  principle.  As  much  of 
design,  therefore,  as  you  discover  in  the  world,  so 
much  of  confirmation  has  the  legitimacy  of  your  idea 
received.  But  as  that  principle  was  only  intended 
for  finding  the  necessary  and  greatest  possible  unity 
in  nature,  we  shall,  no  doubt,  owe  tliat  unity,  so  far 
as  we  may  find  it,  to  our  idea  of  a  Supreme  Being ; 
but  we  cannot,  without  contradicting  ourselves,  ig- 
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norc  the  general  laws  of  nature  for  which  that 
idea  was  adopted,  or  look  upon  the  designs  [p.  700] 
of  nature  as  contingent  and  hyperphysical  in  their 
origin.  For  we  were  not  justified  in  admitting  a 
Being  endowed  with  those  qualities  as  above  nature 
(hyperphysical),  but  only  in  using  the  idea  of  it  in 
order  to  be  able  to  look  on  all  phenomena '  as  being 
syst< ■iiKitic;illy  connected  among  themselves,  in  ana- 
logy with  a  causal  determination. 

For  the  same  reason  we  are  justified,  not  only  in 
representing  to  ourselves  the  cause  of  the  world  in 
our  idea  according  to  a  subtlp  kind  of  anthropomor- 
phism (without  which  we  can  think  nothing  of  it),  as 
a  Being  endowed  with  understanding,  the  feelings  of 
pleasure  and  displeasure,  and  accordingly  with  desire 
and  will,  but  also  in  attributing  to  it  infinite  perfec- 
tion, which  therefore  far  transcends  any  perfection 
known  to  us  from  the  empirical  knowledge  of  the 
order  of  tin-  world.  For  the  regulative  law  of  sys- 
tematical unity  requires  that  we  should  study  nature 
as  if  there  existed  in  it  everywhere,  with  the  greatest 
possible  variety,  an  infinitely  systematical  and  well- 
planned  unity.  And  although  we  can  discover  but 
little  of  that  perfection  of  the  world,  it  is  nevoid.' 
less  a  law  of  our  reason,  always  to  look  for  it  and  to 
■■■;  ■' ■•■  :i  :ind  it  must  be  benefiflial,  ind  CBO  never 
bo  hurtful,  to  carry  on  the  investigation  of  nature 
according  to  this  principle.  But  in  admitting  this 
fundamental  idea  of  a  supreme  author,  it  is  [p.  701] 
clear  that  I  do  not  admit  the  existence  and  knowledge 
of  such  a  Being,  but  its  idea  only,  and  that  in  reality 

1  Iunteotl  of  dtr  Srtcimmatgtn,  read  die  Brteheinunym. 
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I  do  not  derive  anything  from  that  Being,  but  only 
from  the  idea  of  it,  that  is,  from  the  nature  of  the 
th  ings  of  the  world,  according  to  such  an  idea.  It  seems 
also,  as  if  a  certain,  though  undeveloped  consciousness 
of  the  true  use  of  this  concept  of  reason  had  dictated 
the  modest  and  rcasonahle  language  of  philosophers  of 
all  times,  when  they  use  such  expressions  as  tho  wis- 
dom and  providence  of  nature  as  synonymous  with 
divine  wisdom,  nay,  even  prefer  the  former  expres- 
sion, when  dealing  with  speculative  reason  only,  as 
avoiding  the  pretension  of  a  greater  assertion  ll 
we  are  entitled  to  make,  and  at  the  same  time  re- 
stricting reason  to  its  proper  Held,  nnnvly,  nature. 

Thus  wo  find  that  pure  reason,  which  at  first 
seemed  to  promise  nothing  less  than  extension  of  our 
knowledge  beyond  all  limits  of  experience,  contains, 
if  properly  understood,  nothing  hut  regulative  prin- 
ciples, which  indeed  postulate  greater  unity  than  the 
empirical  use  of  the  understanding  can  ever  achieve, 
hut  which,  hy  the  very  fact  that  they  place  the  goal 
which  has  to  he  reached  at  so  great  a  distance,  carry 
the  agreement  of  the  understanding  with  itself  by 
means  of  systematical  unity  to  the  highest  [p.  702] 
possible  degree;  while,  if  they  are  misunderstood  and 
mistaken  for  constitutive  principles  of  transcendent 
knowledge,  they  produce,  by  a  brilliant  but  deceptive 
illusion,  some  kind  of  persuasion  and  imaginary 
knowledge,  but,  at  the  same  time,  constant  contra- 
dictious and  disputes. 

*  *  *  * 

Thus  all  human  knowledge  begins  with  intuitions, 
advances  to  concepts,  and  ends  with  ideas.    Although 
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with  reference  to  every  one  of  these  three  elements, 
it  possesses  a  priori  sources  of  knowledge,  which  at 
first  sight  seemed  to  despise  the  limits  of  all  experi- 
ence,  a  perfect  criticism  soon  convinces  us,  that  reason, 
in  its  speculative  use,  can  never  get  with  these  ele- 
ments beyond  the  field  of  possible  experience,  and 
that  it  is  the  true  destination  of  that  highest  faculty 
of  knowledge  to  use  all  methods  and  principles  of 
reason  with  one  object  only,  namely,  to  follow  up 
nature  into  her  deepest  recesses,  according  to  every 
principle  of  unity,  the  unity  of  design  being  the  most 
important,  but  never  to  soar  above  its  limits,  outside 
of  which  there  is  for  ua  nothing  but  empty  space.  No 
doubt,  the  critical  examination  of  all  propositions  which 
seemed  to  be  able  to  enlarge  our  knowledge  [p.  703] 
beyond  real  experience,  as  given  in  the  Transcendental 
Analytic,  has  fully  convinced  us  that  they  could  never 
lead  to  anything  more  than  to  a  possible  experience ; 
and,  if  people  were  not  suspicious  oven  of  the  r 
abstract  and  general  doctrines,  and   charming  and 

hpoeiniis  prosjM-cts  did  not  tempi  Da  to  throw  off  the 

restraint  of  those  doctrines,  we  might  indeed  have 
dispensed  with  the  laborious  examination  of  all  the 
dialectical  witnesses  which  a  transccudent  reason 
brings  into  court  in  support  of  her  pretensions.  We 
knew  beforehand  with  perfect  certainty  that  all  these 
pn-tensi.ijig,  though  perhaps  honestly  meant,  were 
absolutely  untenable,  because  they  relate  to  a  kind 
of  knowledge,  to  which  man  can  never  attain.  But 
we  know  that  there  is  no  end  of  talk,  unices  the  true 
cause  of  the  illusion,  by  which  even  the  wisest  are 
deceived,  has  been  clearly  exhibited.     We  also  know 
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that  the  analysis  of  all  our  transcendent  knowledge 
into  its  elements  (as  a  study  of  our  own  internal 
nature)  has  no  little  value  in  itself,  and  to  a  philo- 
sopher is  really  a   matter  of  duty.    We  therefore 
thought  that  it  was  not  only  necessary  to  follow  up 
the  whole  of  this  vain  treatment  of  speculative  reason 
to  its  first  sources,  hut  considered  it  advisable  also,  as 
the  dialectical  illusion  does  here  not  only  deceive  the 
judgment,  but,  owing  to  the  interest  which  we  take 
in  the  judgment,  possesses  and  always  will  possess  a 
certain  natural  and  irresistible  charm,  to  write  [p.  704] 
down  the  records  of  this  lawsuit  in  full  detail,  and  to 
deposit  them  in  the  archives  of  human  reason,  to  pre- 
vent for  the  future  all  errors  of  a  similar  kind. 


CRITIQUE  OF  PURE  REASON. 

[p-  705] 


II. 
METHOD  OF  TRANSCENDENTALISM. 
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Ik  we  look  upon  the  whole  knowledge  of  [i>.  707] 
pure  ami  speculative  reason  as  an  edifice  of  which 
we  possess  at  least  the  idea  within  ourselves,  we  may 
say  that  in  the  Elements  "t"  Tran -1  •■  •mlentalism  (PC 
made  an  estimate  of  l  ho  materials  and  determined  for 
what  kind  of  edifice  and  of  what  height  and  solidity 
they  would  suffice.  We  found  that  although  we  had 
thought  of  a  tower  that  would  reach  to  the  sky,  the 
.-ii|'|i|v  of  materials  would  suffice  for  a  dwelling-house 
Only,  sufficiently  roomy  for  all  our  business  on  the  level 
plain  of  experience,  and  high  enough  to  enable  us 
to  survey  it:  and  that  the  original  bold  undertaking 
could  not  but  fail  for  want  of  materials,  not  to  men- 
tion the  confusion  of  tongues  which  inevitably  di- 
vided the  labourers  in  their  views  of  the  building, 
and  scattered  them  over  all  the  world,  where  each 
tried  to  erect  his  own  building  according  to  his  own 
plan.  At  present,  however,  we  are  concerned  not  so 
much  with  the  material  as  with  the  plan,  and  though 
we  have  l>een  warned  not  to  venture  blindly  on  a 
plan  which  may  be  beyond  our  powers,  we  cannot 
altogether  give  up  the  erection  of  a  solid  dwelling, 
I  tut  have  to  make  the  plan  for  a  building  in  propor- 
tion to  the  material  which  we  possess,  and  sufficient 
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for  all  our  real  wants.  This  determination  of  the 
formal  conditions  of  a  complete  system  of  pure  reason 
I  call  the  Method  of  Transcendentalism.  [i».  7«8] 
We  shall  here  have  to  treat  of  a  discipline,  a  canon, 
an  architectonic,  and  lastly,  a  history  of  pure  reason, 
and  shall  have  to  do,  from  a  transcendeutal  point  of 
view,  what  the  schools  attempt,  hut  fail  to  carry 
out  properly,  with  regard  to  the  use  of  the  under- 
standing in  general,  under  the  name  of  practical  logic 
The  reason  of  this  failure  is  that  general  logic  is  not 
limited  to  any  particular  kind  of  knowledge,  belong* 
ing  to  the  understanding  (not  for  instance  to  its 
pure  knowledge),  nor  to  certain  objects.  It  cannot, 
therefore,  without  borrowing  knowledge  from  other 
sciences,  do  more  than  produce  titles  of  possible 
methods  aud  technical  terms  which  are  used  in  dif- 
ferent sciences  in  reference  to  their  systematical 
arrangement,  so  that  the  pupil  hecomes  acquainted 
with  names  only,  the  meaning  and  application  of 
which  he  has  to  learn  afterwards. 


METHOD  OF  TRANSCENDENTALISM. 

CHAPTER   I. 
THK  DISCIPLINE  OF  PURE   REASON. 

Negative  judgments,  being  negative  not  only 
in  their  logical  form,  but  in  their  contents  also,  do 
not  enjoy  a  very  high  reputation  among  persona  de- 
sirous of  increasing  human  knowledge.  They  are 
even  looked  upon  as  jealous  enemies  of  our  never- 
ceasing  desire  for  knowledge,  and  we  have  [p.  ^09] 
almost  to  produce  an  apology,  in  order  to  secure  for 
them  toleration,  or  favour  and  esteem. 

No  doubt,  all  propositions  may  logically  be  expressed 
as  negative :  but  when  we  come  to  the  question 
whether  the  contents  of  our  knowledge  are  enlarged 
or  restricted  by  a  judgment,  we  find  that  the  proper 
object  of  negative  judgments  is  solely  to  prev 
error.  Hence  negative  propositions,  intended  to  pre- 
vent erroneous  knowledge  in  cases  where  error  is 
never  possible,  may  no  doubt  be  very  true,  but  they 
are  empty,  they  do  not  answer  any  purpose,  and 
sound  therefore  often  absurd;  like  the  well-known 
utterance  of  a  rhetorician,  that  Alexander  could  not 
have  conquered  any  countries  without  an  army. 

But   in  cases  where  the   limits  of  our  po&sil  l< 
knowledge  are  very  narrow,  where  tin    temptation 
to  judge  is  great,  the  illusion  which  presents  itself 
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v.rv  deceptive,  and  the  evil  consequences  of  error  v< 
considerable,  the  negative  element,  though  it  teaches 
lis  only  how   to  avoid  SZTOfS,   ;  :i   more    value 

than  much  of  that  positive  instruction  which  adds 
to  the  stock  of  our  knowledge.  The  restraint  which 
checks  our  constant  inclination  to  deviate  from 
certain  rules,  and  at  last  destroys  it,  is  called  dis- 
cipline. It  is  different  from  outturn,  which  is  in- 
tended to  form  a  certain  kind  of  skill,  without 
destroying  another  kind  which  is  already  present. 
In  forming  a  talent,  therefore,  which  has  [p.  710] 
in  itself  an  impulse  to  manifest  itself,  discipline  will 
contribute  a  negative',  culture  and  doctrine  a  positive 
influence. 

That  our  temperament  and  various  talents  which 
like  to  indulge  in  free  and  unchecked  exercise  (such 
as  imagination  and  wit)  require  some  kind  of  dis- 
cipline, will  easily  be  allowed  by  everybody.  Hut 
that  reason,  whose  proper  duty  it  is  to  pre8Cril>o 
a  discipline  to  all  other  endeavours,  should  itself 
require  such  discipline,  may  seem  strange  indeed. 
It  has  in  fact  escaped  that  humiliation  hitherto, 
because,  considering  the  solemnity  and  thorough 
self-possession  in  its  behaviour,  no  one  has  suspected 
it  of  thoughtlessly  putting  imaginations  in  the  place 
of  concepts,  and  words  in  the  place  of  things. 


1  I  am  well  aware  that  in  the  language  of  the  schools,  1 
is  used  as  synonymous  with  instruction.  But  there  are  so  many 
cues  in  which  the  former  term,  in  the  sense  of  restraint,  is  care- 
fully diiitiiifruiblioi]  from  the  latter  in  the  sense  of  leaching,  and  the 
uuture  of  things  makes  it  so  desirable  to  preserve  the  ouly  imituble 
expressions  for  that  distinction,  that  I  hope  that  the  former  term 
may  never  be  ullowcd  to  be  u*cd  in  any  but  a  negative  meaning. 
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In  its  empirical  use  reason  does  not  require  such 
criticism,  because  its  principles  are  constantly  sub- 
ject to  the  test  of  experience.  Nor  is  such  [p.  7"] 
criticism  required  in  mathematics,  where  the  0 
cepts  of  reason  must  at  once  bo  represented  in 
concreto,  in  pure  intuition,  so  that  everything  un- 
founded and  arbitrarv  is  at  once  discovered.  But 
when  neither  empirical  nor  pure  intuition  keeps 
reason  in  a  straight  groove,  that  is,  when  it  is  used 
transceudeutly  and  according  to  mere  concepts,  the 
discipline  to  restrain  its  inclination  to  go  beyond  the 
narrow  limits  of  possible  experience,  and  to  keep  it 
from  i-xtr:i.v;i^:iin'e  and  error  is  so  necessary,  that  the 
whole  philosophy  of  pure  reason  is  really  concerned 
with  that  one  negative  discipline  only.  Single  errors 
iiuiv  be  corrected  by  centure,  and  their  causes  re- 
moved by  criticism.  But  when,  as  in  pure  reason, 
we  are  met  by  a  whole  system  of  illusions  and  fal- 
lacies, well  connected  among  themselves  and  united 
by  common  principles,  a  separate  negative  code 
seems  requisite,  which,  under  the  name  of  a  discipline, 
should  erect  a  system  of  CMtUS)  Mad  self-examination, 
founded  on  the  nature  of  reason  and  of  the  objects 
of  its  use,  before  which  no  fidse  sophistical  illusion 
could  stand,  but  should  at  once  betray  itself  in  spite 
of  all  excuses. 

It  fihould  be  well  borne  in  mind,  however,  [p.  71*] 
that  in  this  second  division  of  the  transcendental 
critique,  I  mean  to  direct  the  discipline  of  pure 
reason  not  to  its  contents,  but  only  to  the  method  of 
its  knowledge.  The  former  task  has  been  performed 
in  the  Klements  of  Transcendentalism.    There  ia 
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much  similarity  in  the  practical  use  of  reason,  wha 
ever  be  the  subject  to  which  it  is  applied,  while  ita 
transcendental  use  is  bo  essentially  different  from 
others,  that,  without  the  warning  voice  of  a  dis- 
cipline, especially  devised  for  that  purpose,  it  would 
Im-  ini]K)S8abk  to  Kvoid  snore  anting  necessarily  from 
the  improper  application  of  methods,  which  are  suit-- 
able  to  reason  in  other  spheres,  only  not  quite  here. 


METHOD  OF  TRANSCENDENTALISM. 

Section  I. 

The  Discipline  of  Pure  Reason  in  its 
Dogmatical  use. 

The  science  of  mathematics  presents  the  most 
brilliant  example  of  how  pure  reason  may  suc- 
cessfully enlarge  its  domain  without  the  aid  of 
experience.  Such  examples  are  always  contagioi 
particularly  when  the  faculty  is  the  same,  which 
naturally  flatters  itself  that  it  will  meet  with  the 
same  success  in  other  cases  which  it  has  had  in  oue. 
Thus  pure  reason  hopes  to  be  able  to  extend  its 
domain  as  successfully  and  as  thoroughly  [p.  713] 
in  its  transcendental  as  in  its  mathematical  em- 
ployment; particularly  if  it  there  follows  the  same 
method  which  has  proved  of  such  decided  advantage 
elsewhere.  It  is,  therefore,  of  great  consequence 
for  us  to  know  whether  the  method  of  arriving  at 
apodictic  certainty,  which  in  the  former  science  was 
called  mathematical,  be  identical  with  that  which  is 
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to  lead  us  to  the  same  certainty  in  philosophy,  aad 
would  have  to  he  called  dogmatic 

Philosophical  knowledge  is  that  which  reason  gains 
from  concept*,  mathematical,  that  which  it  gains 
from  the  construction  of  concepts.  By  construct)).// 
a  concept  I  mean  representing  a  priori  the  intuition 
corresponding  to  it  For  the  construction  of  a 
concept,  therefore,  a  non-empirical  intuition  is  re- 
quired which,  as  an  intuition,  is  a  single  object, 
hut  which,  nevertheless,  as  the  construction  of  a 
concept  (of  a  general  representation)  must  express 
in  the  representation  something  that  is  generally 
valid  for  all  possible  intuitions  which  fall  under 
the  same  concept.  Thus  I  construct  a  triangle 
by  representing  the  object  corresponding  to  that 
concept  either  by  mere  imagination,  in  its  pure 
intuition,  or,  afterwards  on  paper  also  in  its  empirical 
intuition,  and  in  both  cases  entirely  a  priori,  with- 
out having  borrowed  the  original  from  any  ex- 
perience. The  particular  figure  drawn  on  the  [i>.;u] 
paper  is  empirical,  but  serves  nevertheless  to  ex- 
press the  concept  without  auy  detriment  to  its 
generality',  because,  in  that  empirical  intuition,  we 
consider  always  the  act  of  the  con.structinji  <if  the 
concept  only,  to  which  many  determinations,  as  for 
instance,  the  magnitude  of  the  sides  and  the 
are  quite  indifferent,  these  differences,  which  do 
not  change  the  concept  of  a  triangle,  Iwing  entirely 
ignored. 

Philosophical  knowledge,  therefore,  considers  the 
particular  in    the    general    only,  mathematical, 
general  in  the  particular,  nay,  even  in  the  individual, 

Rr  2 


612  DISCIPLINE    OF   PURE   REASON'. 

all  this,  however,  a  priori,  and  by  means  of  reason  ;  so 
that,  as  an  individual  figure  is  determined  by  certain 
general  conditions  of  construction,  the  object  of  the 
concept,  of  which  this  individual  figure  forms  only 
the  schema,  must  be  thought  of  as  universally  de- 
termined. 

The  essential  difference  between  these  two  modes 
of  the  knowledge  of  reason  consists,  therefore,  in    the 
form,  and  does  not  depend  on  any  difference  in  their 
matter  or  objects.     Those  who  thought  they  could 
distinguish  philosophy  from  mathematics  by  saying 
that  the  former  was  concerned  with  quality  only,  the 
latter  with  quantify  only,  mistook  effect  for  cause. 
It  is  owing  to  the  form  of  mathematical  knowledge 
that  it  can  refer  to  quanta  only,  because  it  is  only 
the  concept  of  quantities  that  admits  of  construction, 
that  is,  of  a  priori  representation  in  intuition,    [p.  715] 
while  qualities  cannot  be  represented  in  any  but  empi- 
rical intuition.     Hence  reason  can  gain  a  knowledge 
of  qualities  by  concepts  only.     No  one  can  take  an 
intuition   corresponding    to   the   concept   of  reality 
from    anywhere   except    from    experience  ;    we    can 
never   lay    hold   of  it   a  jn-iori   by    ourselves,    and 
before  we  have  had   an  empirical  consciousness  of 
it.      We  can  form    to  ourselves    an    intuition  of  a 
cone,  from  its  concept  alone,  and  without  any  em- 
pirical assistance,  but  the  colour  of  this  cone  must 
be  given  before,   in   some  experience   or  other.     I 
cannot  represent  in  intuition  the  concept  of  a  cause 
in  general  in  any  way  except  by  an  example  supplied 
by   experience,   &c.     Besides,    philosophy   treats   of 
quantities  quite  as  much  as  mathematics;  for  instance, 
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of  totality,  infinity,  Ac,  and  mathematics  treats  also 
of  the  difference  between  lines  and  planes,  as  spaces 
of  different  quality,  having  the  continuity  of  ex- 
tension as  one  of  their  qualities.  But,  though  in 
such  cases  both  have  a  common  object,  the  manner 
in  which  reason  treats  it  is  totally  different  in  phi- 
losophy and  mathematics.  The  former  is  concerned 
with  general  concepts  only,  the  other  can  do  nothing 
with  the  pure  concept,  but  proceeds  at  once  to 
intuition,  in  which  it  looks  upon  the  concept  in 
concrete;  yet  not  in  an  empirical  intuition,  [p.  716] 
but  in  an  intuition  which  it  represents  a  priori,  that 
is,  which  it  has  constructed  and  in  which,  whatever 
follows  from  the  general  conditions  of  the  construc- 
tion, must  be  valid  in  general  of  the  object  of  the 
constructed  concept  also. 

Let  us  give  to  a  philosopher  the  concept  of  a 
triangle,  and  let  him  find  out,  in  his  own  way,  what 
relation  the  sum  of  its  augles  bears  to  a  right  angle. 
Nothing  is  given  him  but  the  concept  of  a  figure, 
enclosed  within  three  straight  lines,  and  with  it  the 
concept  of  as  many  angles.  Now  he  may  ponder  on 
iliat  concept  as  long  as  he  likes,  he  will  never 
discover  anything  new  in  it.  lie  may  analyse  the 
concept  of  a  straight  line  or  of  an  angle,  or  of  the 
nuniljer  three,  and  render  them  more  clear,  but  he 
will  never  arrive  at  other  qualities  which  are  not 
contained  in  those  concepts.  But  now  let  the  geo- 
metrician treat  the  same  question.  He  will  l>egiu 
at  once  with  constructing  a  triangle.  As  he  knows 
that  two  right  angles  arc  equal  to  the  sum  of  all  the 
contiguous  angles  which  proceed  from  one  point  in 
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a  straight  line,  lie  produces  one  side  of  his  triangle, 
thus  forming  two  adjacent  angleB  which  together 
are  equal  to  two  right  angles.  He  thon  divides  the 
exterior  of  these  angles  by  drawing  a  line  parallel 
with  the  opposite  side  of  the  triangle,  and  sees  that 
an  exterior  adjacent  angle  has  becu  formed,  which 
i  equal  to  an  interior,  &c.  In  this  way  he  arri'. 
through  a  chain  of  oonolnaiona,  though  always  [p.  717] 
guided  by  intuition,  at  a  thoroughly  convincing  and 
:    oexal  solution  of  the  question. 

In  mathematics,  however,  we  construct  not  only 
quantities  (quanta)  as  in  geometry,  but  also  mere 
quantity  (quantitas)  as  in  algebra,  where  the  quality 
of  the  object,  which  has  to  be  thought  according  to 
this  quantitative  object,  is  entirely  ignored.  We 
then  adopt  a  certain  notation  for  all  constructions 
of  quantities  (numbers),  such  as  addition,  subtraction, 
■  x traction  of  roots,  &c,  and,  after  having  denoted 
also  the  general  concept  of  quantities  according  to 
their  ditl'erent  relations,  we  represent  in  intuition 
according  to  general  rules,  every  operation  which 
is  produced  and  modified  by  quantity.  Thus  when 
one  quantity  is  to  be  divided  by  another,  we 
place  the  signs  of  both  together  according  to  the 
form  denoting  division,  &c.,  and  we  thus  arrive,  by 
means  of  a  symbolical  construction  in  algebra,  as 
by  an  ostensive  or  geometrical  construction  of  the 
objects  themselves  in  geometry,  at  results  which  our 
discursive  knowledge  could  never  have  reached  by 
the  aid  of  mere  conceptions. 

What    may  be   the  cause  of  this  difference  between 
two  persons,  the  philosopher  and  the  mathematician. 
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both  practising  the  art  of  reason,  the  former  following 
his  path  according  to  concepts,  the  latter  according 
to  intuitions,  which  he  represents  a  priori  according 
to  concepts!  If  we  rememl>er  what  has  been  [p.  718] 
said  Define  in  the  Elements  of  Transcendentalism,' the 
cause  is  clear.  We  are  here  concerned  not  with 
analytical  propositions,  which  can  be  produced  by 
a  mere  analysis  of  concepts  (here  the  philosopher 
would  no  doubt  have  an  advantage  over  the  mathe- 
matician), but  with  synthetical  propositions,  and  syn- 
thetical propositions  that  can  he  known  a  priori.  We 
are  not  intended  here  to  consider  what  wo  are  really 
thinking  in  our  concept  of  the  triangle  (tills  would  be 
a  mere  definition),  but  we  are  meant  to  go  beyond 
that  concept,  in  order  to  arrive  at  properties  wliich  are 
not  contained  in  the  concept,  but  nevertheless  belong 
to  it.  This  is  impossible,  except  by  our  determining 
our  object  according  to  the  conditions  either  of  em- 
pirical, or  of  pure  intuition.  The  former  would  give 
us  an  empirical  proposition  only,  through  the  actual 
measuring  of  the  three  angles  Such  a  proposition 
would  be  without  the  character  of  either  generality 
or  necessity,  and  does  not,  therefore,  concern  us  here 
at  all.  The  second  procedure  consists  in  the  ma- 
thematical and  here  the  geometrical  construct! 
by  means  of  which  I  add  in  a  pure  intuition,  as 
in  an  empirical  intuition,  everything  that  belongs 
to  the  schema  of  a  triangle  in  general  and,  therefore, 
to  its  concept*  and  thus  arrive  at  general  synthetical 
propositions. 

1  should,  therefore,  in  vain  philosophise,  that  is, 
reflect  discursively  on    the    triangle,    without    < 
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getting  beyond  the  mere  definition  with  which  T 

ought  to  have  begun.  There  is  no  doubt  [p-7«y] 
a  fetanBCfiiileiit.il  synthesis,  consisting  of  mere  con- 
i  s,  and  in  which  the  philosopher  alone  can  hope 
to  be  successful.  Such  a  synthesis,  however,  never 
relates  to  more  than  a  thing  in  general,  and  to  the 
litions  under  which  its  perception  could  be  a 
possible  experience.  In  the  mathematical  problems, 
on  the  contrary,  all  this,  together  with  the  question 
of  existence,  does  not  concern  us,  but  the  properties 
of  objects  in  themselves  only,  and  those  again  so  far 
only  as  they  are  connected  with  their  concept. 

We  have  tried  by  this  example  to  show  how 
great  a  difference  there  is  between  the  discursive 
use  of  reason,  according  to  concepts,  and  its  intuitive 
use,  through  the  construction  of  concepts.  The 
question  now  arises  what  can  be  the  cause  that 
makes  this  twofold  use  of  reason  necessary,  and  how 
can  wo  discover  whether  in  any  given  argument 
the  former  only,  or  the  latter  use  also,  takes  place  ? 

All  our  knowledge  relates,  in  the  end,  to  possible 
intuitions,  for  it  is  by  them  alone  that  an  object  can 
be  given.  A  concept  a  priori  (or  a  non-empirical  con- 
cept) contains  either  a  pure  intuition,  in  which  case 
it  can  be  constructed,  or  it  contains  nothing  but  the 
synthesis  of  possible  intuitions,  which  are  not  given 
a  priori,  and  in  that  case,  though  we  may  [p.  710] 
use  it  for  synthetical  and  a  priori  judgments,  such 
judgments  can  only  be  discursive,  according  to  con- 
cepts, and  uever  intuitive,  through  the  construction 
of  the  concept. 

There  is  no  intuition  a  priori  except  space  and 
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time,  the  mere  forma  of  phenomena.  A  concept  of 
them,  as  quanta,  can  he  represented  a  priori  in  intu- 
ition, that  is,  can  be  constructed  either  at  the  same 
time  with  their  quality  (figure),  or  as  quantity  only 
(the  mere  synthesis  of  the  manifold-homogeneous). 
by  means  of  number.  The  matter  of  phenomena, 
however,  by  which  things  are  given  us  in  space  and 
time,  can  be  represented  in  perception  only,  that  is  a 
imleriori.  The  one  concept  which  a  priori  repre- 
sents the  empirical  contents  of  phenomena,  is  the 
concept  of  a  thing  in  general,  and  the  synthetical 
knowledge  which  we  may  have  of  a  thing  a  fri* 
can  give  us  nothing  but  the  mere  rule  of  synthesis, 
to  be  applied  to  what  perception  may  present  to  us 
a  posteriori,  but  never  an  a  priori  intuition  of  a 
real  object,  such  an  intuition  being  necessarily  em- 
pirical. 

Synthetical  propositions  with  regard  to  things  in 
general,  the  intuition  of  which  does  not  admit  of 
being  given  a  jiriori,  are  called  transcendental.  Tran- 
scendental propositions,  therefore,  can  never  be  given 
through  a  construction  of  concepts,  but  only  accord- 
ing to  concept*  a  priori.  They  only  contain  the  rule, 
according  to  which  we  must  look  empirically  for  a 
eertain  synthetical  unity  of  what  cannot  be  represented 
in  intuition  a  priori  (perceptions).  They  can  [p.  721] 
never  represent  any  one  of  their  concepts  a  pri 
but  can  do  this  only  a  posteriori,  that  is,  by  means 
of  experience,  which  itself  becomes  possible  accord- 
ing to  those  synthetical  principles  only. 

If  wo  are  to  form  a  synthetical  judgment  of  any 
concept,  we  must  proceed  beyond  that  concept  to  the 
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intuition  in  which  it  is  given.    For  if  we  kept  within 
that  which   is  given   in  the  concept,  the  judgment 
could  only  ho  analytical  and  an  explanation  of  the 
concept,  in  accordance  with  what  we  have  conceived 
in  it-     I  may,  however,  pass  from  the  conception  to 
the  pure  or  empirical  intuition  which  corresponds  to 
it,  in  order  thus  to  consider  it  in  concrete,  and  thus 
to  discover  what  belongs  to  the  ohject  of  the  concept, 
whether  a  priori  or  a  posteriori.    The  former  consists 
in  ration;. I  and  mathematical  knowledge,  arrived  at 
by  the   construction  of  the    concept,  the    latter    iu 
the  purely  empirical    (mechanical)   knowledge   which 
can  never  supply  us  with  necessary  and    apodictao 
propositions.      Thus    1    might   analyse   my   empirical 
COQCOpt  of  gold,  without  gaining  anything  beyond 
being  able  to  enumerate  everything  that  I  can  really 
think  by  this  word.     This  might  yield  a  logical  im- 
provement of  my  knowledge,  but  no  increase  or  addi- 
tion. If,  however,  I  take  the  material  which  is  known 
by  the  name  of  gold,  I  can  make  observations  on  it, 
and    these  will  yield    me  different  synthetical,  but 
empirical  propositions.     Again,  I  might  con-     [p.  7"] 
Struct  the  mathematical  concept  of  a  triangle,  that  is, 
give  it  a  priori  in  intuition,  and  gain  in  this  manner 
a  synthetical  but  rational  knowledge  of  it  But  when 
the  transcendental  concept  of  a  reality,  a  substance, 
a  power,  &c.  is  given  me,  that  concept  denotes  neither 
an   empirical  nor  a  pure  intuition,  hut  merely  the 
synthesis  of  empirical    intuitions,  which,  being  em- 
pirical, cannot  be  given  a  priori.     No  determining 
synthetical  proposition  therefore  can  spring  from  it, 
because  the  synthesis  cannot  a  priori  pass  beyond  to 
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the  intuition  that  corresponds  to  it,  but  only  a  prin- 
ciple of  the  synthesis'  of  possible  empirical  in- 
tuitions. 

A  transcendental  proposition,  therefore,  is  synthet- 
ical knowledge  acquired  by  reason,  according  to  mere 
concepts;  and  it  is  discursive,  because  through  it 
alone  synthetical  unity  of  empirical  knowledge  be- 
comes possible,  while  it  cannot  give  us  any  intuition 
a  priori. 

We  see,  therefore,  that  reason  is  used  in  [p.  723] 
two  ways  which,  though  they  share  in  common  tho 
generality  of  their  knowledge  and  its  production  a 
priori,  yet  diverge  considerably  afterwards,  because 
in  each  phenomenon  (and  no  object  can  be  given  US, 
except  M  a  phenomenon),  there  are  two  elements,  the 
form  of  intuition  (space  and  time),  which  can  be 
known  and  determined  entirely  ,  and    tho 

matter  (the  physical)  or  the  contents,  something 
which  exists  in  space  and  time,  and  therefore  contains 
an  existence  corresponding  to  sensation.  As  regards 
the  latter,  which  can  never  be  given  in  a  definite  l'»rni 
except  empirically,  we  can  have  nothing  a  priori  ex- 
cept indefinite  concepts  of  the  synthesis  of  possible 
sensations,  in  so  far  as  they  In-long  to  the  unity  of 
ftpperoeptUM)  (in  •  possible  experience).     As  regardi 

1  In  the  » ■  1--  ■  1  t  of  crux.-  I  really  pan  beyond  the  .iiiforir.il 
concept  of  an  event,  Hut  not  to  tie  iutuitioii  win  li  ItJffBWUta  Ui« 
concept  of  caute  in  concrete,  but  to  the  conditions  of  time  in 
yi  on  Till,  which  in  experience,  might  be  found  in  accordance  witli 
the  concept  of  eauae.  I  therefore  proceed  here,  according  to  I 
oepU  only,  but  cannot  proceed  by  mcann  of  the  construction  of 
i.'niecpU,  because  the  concept  L»  only  a  rule  for  the  syiitheaia  of 
]n'i.  1  |tioii»,  which  are  not  pure  intuitions,  and  therefore  caouot  he 
giren  opfito 
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the  former,  wt-  ran  determine  a  priori  our  concepts 
in  intuition,  by  creating  to  ourselves  in  space  and 
time,  through  a  uniform  synthesis,  tho  objects  them- 
selves,  considering    them    simply  as   quanta.       The 
former  is  called  the  use  of  reason  according  to  con- 
cepts; and  here  we  can  do  nothing  more  than  to  bring 
phenomena  under  concepts,  according  to  their   real 
contents,  which  therefore  can  be  determined  empiri- 
cally only,  that  is  a  posteriori  (though  in  accordance 
with  those  concepts  as  rules  of  an  empirical  synthesis). 
The  latter  is  the  use  of  reason  through  tho       [p.  7*4] 
construction  of  concepts,  which,  a*  they  refer  to 
intuition  a  priori,  can  for  that  reason  be  given  a  priori, 
and  defined  in  pure  intuition,  without  any  empirical 
data.     To  consider  everything  which  exist*  (every- 
thing in  space  or  time)  whether,  and  how  far,  it  is  a 
quantum  or  not ;  to  consider  that  we  must  represent  in 
it  either  existence,  or  absence  of  existence ;  to  consider 
how  far  this  something  which   fills  space  or  time  is  a 
primary  substratum,  or  merely  determination  of  i  l  . 
to  consider  again  whether  its  existence  is  related  to 
something  else  as  causr  or  efieet,  or  finally,  whether  it 
stands  isolated  or  in  reciprocal  dependence  on  others, 
with  reference  to  existence, — this  and  the  possibility, 
reality,  and  necessity  of  its  existence,  or  their  oppo- 
site*, all  belong  to  that  knowledge  of  reason,  derived 
from  concepts,  which  is  called  philosophical.     But  to 
determine  a  priori  an  intuition  in  space  (figure),  to 
divide  time  (duration),  or  merely  to  know  the  general 
character  of  the  synthesis  of  one  and  tho  same  thing 
in  time  and  space,  and  the  quantity  of  an  intuition 
in  general  which  arises  from  it  (number),  all  this  is 
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the  u-orfc  of  reason  by  means  of  the  construction  of 
concepts.  :uid  is  called  mathematical 

The  great  success  which  attends  reason  in  its 
mathematical  use  produces  naturally  the  expectation 
that  it,  or  rather  its  method,  would  have  the  same 
success  outside  the  field  of  quantities  also,  by  reducing 
all  concepts  to  intuitions  which  may  be  given  [p.  7 as] 
a  priori,  and  by  which  tin-  whole  of  nature  might  be 

conquered,  while  pure  philosophy,  with  its  diecunivfl 

concepts  a  priori,  does  nothing  but  bungle  in  every 
part  of  nature,  without  being  able  to  render  the 
reality  of  those  concepts  intuitive  a  priori,  and 
thereby  legitimatiscd.  Nor  does  there  seem  to  be 
any  lack  of  confidence  on  the  part  of  thoFc  who  arc 
masters  in  the  art  of  mathematu  s,  or  of  high  expec- 
tations on  the  part  of  the  public  at  large,  as  to  then- 
ability  of  achieving  success,  if  only  they  would  try  it 
For  as  they  have  hardly  ever  philo  i  on  mathe- 

matics (which  is  indeed  no  easy  task),  they  never 
think  of  the  specific  difference  between  the  two  uses 
of  reason  which  we  have  just  explained.  Current 
and  empirical  rules,  borrowed  from  the  ordinary 
operations  of  reason,  are  then  accepted  instead  of 
axioms.  From  what  quarter  the  concepts  of  space 
and  time  with  which  alone  (as  the  original  quanta) 
they  have  to  deal,  may  have  come  to  them,  they  do 
not  care  to  enquire,  nor  do  they  see  auy  use  in  in- 
vestigating the  origin  of  the  pure  concepts  of  the 
understanding,  and  with  it  the  extent  of  their  validity, 
being  satisfied  to  use  them  as  they  are.  In  all  this 
no  blame  would  attach  to  them,  if  only  they  did  not 
itep  their  proper  limits,  namely  those  of  nature. 
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But  as  it  is,  they  lose  themselves,  without  being  aware 
of  it,  away  from  the  field  of  sensibility  on  the  uncer- 
tain ground  of  pure  and  even  transcendental  concepts 
(instabilis  tellus,  innabilis  unda)  where  they  are  [p.  736] 
neither  able  to  stand  nor  to  swim,  taking  only  a  few 
hasty  stops,  the  vestiges  of  which  are  soon  swept 
away,  while  their  steps  in  mathematics  become  a 
highway,  on  which  the  latest  posterity  may  march  on 
with  perfect  confidence. 

We  have  chosen  it  as  our  duty  to  determine  with 
accuracy  and  certainty  the  limits  of  pure  reason   in 
its  transcendental  use.     These  transcendental  efforts, 
however,  have  this  peculiar  character  that,  in  spite 
of  the  strongest  and  clearest  warnings,  they  continue 
to  inspire  us  with  new  hopes,  before  the  attempt  is 
entirely  surrendered  at  arriving  beyond  the  limits 
of  experience  at  the  charming  fields   of  an    intel- 
lectual world.     It  is  necessary  therefore  to  cut  away 
the  last  anchor  of  that  fantastic  hope,  and  to  show 
that  the  employment  of  the    mathematical  method 
cannot  be  of  the  slightest  use  for  this  kind  of  know- 
ledge, unless  it  be  in  displaying  its  own  deficiencies  ; 
and  that  the  art  of  measuring  and  philosophy  art- 
two  totally  different  things,  though  they  are  mutually 
useful  to  each  other  in  natural  science,  and  that  the 
method  of  the  one  can   never  be  imitated  by  the 
other. 

The  exactness  of  mathematics  depends  on  defini- 
tions, axioms,  and  demonstrations.     I  shall  content 
myself  with    showing  that   none    of  these    can    be 
achieved    or    imitated    by    the    philosopher  in    the   , 
sense  in  which  they  are  understood  by  the  mathe- 
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matician.  I  hope  to  show  at  the  same  time  [p.  7*7] 
that  tin-  art  of  measuring,  or  geometry,  will  by  its 
method  produce  nothing  in  philosophy  but  card- 
houses,  while  the  philosopher  with  his  method  pro- 
duces in  mathematics  nothing  but  vain  babble.  It 
is  the  very  essence  of  philosophy  to  teach  the  limits 
of  knowledge,  and  even  the  mathematician,  unless 
his  talent  is  limited  already  by  nature  and  restricted 
to  its  proper  work,  cannot  decline  the  warnings  of 
philosophy  or  altogether  defy  them. 

I.  Of  Definitions.  To  define,  as  the  very  name 
implies,  means  only  to  represent  the  complete  eon- 
concept  of  a  thing  within  its  limits  and  in  its 
primary  character1.  From  this  point  of  view,  an  em- 
pirical concept  cannot  be  defined,  but  can  be  avpZcMWcl 
only.  For,  as  we  have  in  an  empirical  concept 
some  predicates  only  belonging  to  a  certain  class  of 
sensuous  objects,  we  are  never  certain  whether 
by  the  word  which  denotes  one  and  the  sain.' 
object,  we  do  not  think  at  one  time  a  greater,  at 
another  a  smaller  number  of  predicates,  [p.  7»8] 
Thus  one  man  may  by  the  concept  of  gold  think, 
in  addition  to  weight,  colour,  malleability,  the  quality 
of  its  not  rusting,  while  another  may  know  nothing 
of  the  last.  We  use  certain  predicates  so  long  only 
as  they  are  required  for  distinction.     New  obscrva- 


•  CompleUna*  moan*  clearness  and  Miflieioncj  of  {indicates; 
limit*  mean  precision,  so  tlint  no  more  predicate*  art  pivin  tluui 
belong  to  the  complete  concept ;  im  it*  primary  MUphHtHt  mean* 

tlmt  thr  rloierminmi if  these  litiiith  in  not  derived  from  anything 

else,  and  thoretoiv  in  nred  of  any  proof,  became  thin  would  render 
the  so-called  definition  incapable  of  standing  at  the  head  of  all  the 
judgments  regarding  its  object. 
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tion8  add  and  remove  certain  predicates,  so  that  the 
concept  never  stands  within   safe   limits.     And   of 
what  use  would  it  he  to  define  an  empirical  cone 
;ls  for  instance  that  of  water,  because,  when  we  speak 
of  water  and  its  qualities,  we  do  not  care  much  what 
is  thought  by  that  word,  but  proceed  at  once  to  ex- 
periments ?   the  word  itself  with  it.s  tVw  itea 
being  a  designation  only  and  not  a  concept,  so  that 
a  eo-called  definition  would  be  no  more  than  a  de- 
termination of  the  word.     Secondly,  if  we  reasoned 
accurately,  no  a  priori  given  concept  can  be  defini 
such  as  substance,  cause,  right,  equity,  &c     For  I 
can  nrvt t  be  suiv  that  the  clear  representation  of 
a  given  but  still  confused  concept   has  been  com- 
pletely analysed,  unless    I    know   that   such    repre- 
sentation is  adequate  to  the  object.     As  its  concept, 
however,  such  as    it    is  given,  may    contain    many 
obscure  representations  which   we   pass    by    in    our 
analysis,  although  we  use  them  always  in  the  prac- 
tical application  of  the  concept,  the  completeness  of 
the    analysis    of  my   concept    must   always   remain 
doubtful,  and  can  only  be  rendered  prol  utile  by  means 
of  apt  examples,  although  never  apodictically  [p.  729] 
certain.  I  should  therefore  prefer  to  use  the  terra  ex- 
position rather  than  definition,  as  being  more  modest, 
and  more  likely  to  be  admitted  to  a  certain  extent 
by  a  critic  who  reserves  his  doubts  as  to  its  com- 
pleteness.    As  therefore    it  is    impossible  to   define 
either  empirically  or  a  priori  given  concepts,  there 
remain  arbitrary  concepts  only  on  which  such  an  ex- 
periment m&}  Ik-  tried.     In  such  a  case  I  can  always 
define  my  concept,  because  I  ought  certainly  to  k  now 
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wliat  I  wish  to  think,  the  concept  being  made 
intentionally  by  myself,  and  not  given  to  me  cither 
by  the  nature  of  the  understanding  or  by  expe- 
rience. But  I  can  never  say  that  I  have  thus  de- 
fined a  real  object.  For  if  the  concept  depends  on 
empirical  conditions,  as,  for  instance,  a  ship's  chro- 
nometer, the  object  itself  and  its  possibility  are  not 
given  by  this  arbitrary  concept ;  it  does  not  even  tell 
us  whether  there  is  an  object  corresponding  to  it, 
so  that  my  explanation  should  be  called  a  declara- 
tion (of  my  project)  rather  than  a  definition  of  an 
object.  Thus  there  remain  no  concepts  fit  for  de- 
finition except  those  which  contain  an  arbitrary 
synthesis  that  can  be  constructed  a  priori.  It  fol- 
lows, therefore,  that  mathematics  only  can  possess 
definitions,  because  it  is  in  mathematics  alone  that 
we  represent  a  priori  in  intuition  the  object  which 
we  think,  and  that  object  cannot  therefore  contain 
either  more  n  less  than  the  concept,  because  [p.  730] 
the  concept  of  the  ohjecl  was  given  by  the  definition 
in  its  primary  character,  that  is,  without  deriving 
the  definition  from  anything  else.  The  German 
language  has  but  the  one  word  Erklilrung  (literally 
clearing  up)  for  the  terms  exposition,  ej-jdicaiion,  de- 
claration, and  definition;  and  we  must  not  therefore 
be  too  strict  in  our  dflPaanda,  when  denying  to  the 
different  kinds  of  a  philosophical  clearing  up  the 
honourable  name  of  definition.  What  we  reaHj 
insist  on  is  this,  that  philosophical  definitions  are 
possible  on  I  positions  of  given  eoneepts,  mathe- 

matical   definitions    as    constructions    of   concepts, 
originally   framed   by  ourselves,    the  former  there- 
vol.  11.  s  8 
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fore  analytically  (where  completeness  is  never  npo- 
dictically  certain),  the  latter  synthetically-  Mathe- 
matical definitions  make.  (In.-  nmeept,  philosophical 
definitions  explain  it  only.     Hence  it  follows, 

o.  That  we  must  not  try  in  philosophy  to  imitate 
mathematics  by  beginning  with  definitions,  except 
it  be  by  way  of  experiment.     Fur  as  they  are  Dit- 
to be  an  analysis  of  given  concepts,  these  concepts 
themselves,    although    as  yet    confused    only,  must 
come  first,  and  tin:  incomplete  exposition  must  precede 
the  complete  one,  so  that  we  are  able  from  soi 
characteristics,  known  to  us  from  an,  as  yet,  incom- 
plete analysis,  to  infer  many  things  before  we  come 
to  a  complete  exposition,  that  is,  the  definition  of  the 
concept.    In  philosophy,  in  fact,  the  definition  [p.  731] 
in  its  complete  clearness  ought  to  conclude  rather 
than  begin  our  work  ';  while  in  mathematics  we  really 
have  no  concept  antecedent  to  the  definition  by  which 
the  concept  itself  is  first  given,  so  that  in  mathe- 
matics no  other  beginning  is  necessary  or  possible. 

b.  Mathematical  definitions  can  never  be  erroneous, 
because,  as   the  concept  is  first  given  by  the  de- 

1  Philosophy  swurma  with  faulty  definition*,  pnrticulnrly  such 
a*  contain  some  true  elements  of  u  definition,  hut  not  all.  If, 
therefore,  it  were  impossible  to  use  a  concept  until  it  hud  been  com- 
pletely defined,  philosophy  would  fare  very  ill.  As,  however,  we 
ni'V  use  a  definition  with  perfect  safety,  »o  far  at  least  as  the  ele- 
ments of  the  analysis  will  curry  us,  imperfect  definitions  "1"'.  that 
il,  proposition*  which  are  not  yet  properly  definitions,  hut  arc  yet 
true,  imd,  therefore,  approximations  to  a  definition,  muy  be  used 
with  great  advantage.  In  mathematics  definitions  In-long  ad  esse, 
in  philosophy  ad  melius  esse.  It  is  desirable,  but  it  is  extremely 
difficult  to  construct  a  proper  definition.  Jurists  are  without  a 
definition  of  light  to  the  present  day. 
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fin  it  ion,  it  contains  neither  more  nor  less  than  what 
the    definition    wishes   should    he    conceived    bv    it. 

w 

But  although  there  can  be  nothing  wrong  in  it,  so 
far  as  its  contents  are  concerned,  mistakes  may  some- 
times, though  rarely,  occur  in  the  form  or  wording, 
particularly  with  regard  to  perfect  precision.  Thus 
the  common  definition  of  a  circle,  that  it  is  a  curved 
line,  every  point  of  which  is  equally  distant  from 
one  and  the  same  point  (namely  the  centre),  [p.  732] 
is  faulty,  because  the  determination  of  curved  is  in- 
troduced unnecessarily.  For  there  must  be  a  par- 
ticular theorem,  derived  from  the  definition,  and 
easily  proved,  viz.  that  every  line,  all  points  of  which 
are  equidistant  from  one  and  the  same  point,  must 
be  curved  (no  part  of  it  being  straight).  Analytical 
definitions,  however,  may  be  erroneous  in  many 
respects,  either  by  introducing  characteristics  which 
do  not  really  codflt  in  the  concept,  or  by  lacking 
that  completeness  which  is  essential  to  a  definition, 
because  we  can  never  be  quite  certain  of  the  com- 
pleteness of  our  analysis.  It  is  on  these  accounts 
that  the  method  of  mathematics  cannot  be  imitated 
in  the  definitions  of  philosophy. 

II.  Of  Axioms.  These,  so  far  as  they  arc  im- 
mediately certain,  are  synthetical  principles  a  priori. 
One  concept  cannot,  however,  be  connected  syn- 
thetically and  yet  immediately  with  another,  because, 
if  we  wish  to  go  beyond  a  given  concept,  a  third 
connecting  knowledge  is  required;  and,  as  philosophy 
is  the  knowledge  of  reason  based  on  concepts,  DO 
principle  can  be  found  in  it  deserving  the  name  of 
an  axiom.     Mathematics,  on  the  other  hand,  may 

88  2 
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well  possess  axioms,  because  here,  by  means  of  the 
•truction   of  concepts    in    the    intuition  of   their 
object,  iln:  predicates   may  always    be  connected   a 
jtriori  and    immediately ;   for    instance,   that    throe 
points  always  lie  in  a  plane.     A  synthetical    prin- 
ciple, on  the  contrary,  made  up  of  concepts  [p.  733] 
only,  cau  never  be  immediately  certain,  as,  for   ex- 
ample, the  proposition,  that  everything  which   hap- 
pens has  its  cause.     Ik-re  I  require  something  else, 
namely,  the  condition  of  the  determination  by  time 
in  a  given  experience,  it  being  impossible  for  roe 
to  know  such  a  principle,  directly  and  immediately, 
from  the  concepts.     Discursive  principles  are,  there- 
fore, something  quite  different  from  intuitive  prin- 
ciples   or  axioms.     The    former   always  require,    in 
addition,  a  deduction,  not  at  all  required    for   the 
latter,    which,    on    that  very  account,  are    evident, 
while   pliilosophical  principles,  whatever   their   cer- 
tainty may  he,  can  never  pretend  to  be  so.     Hence 
it    is  very  far  from  true  to  say  that  any  synthetical 
proposition    of  pure    and    transcendental    reason    is 
so  evident  (as  people  smnethnea  emphatically  main- 
tain) as  the  statement  that  twice  two  are  four.     It 
is  true  that  in  the  Analytic,  when  giving  the  table 
of  the  principles  of  the  pure  understanding,  I  men- 
tioned   also    certain  axioms    of    intuition;    but    the 
principle  there  mentioned  was  itself  no  axiom,  but 
MOrved  Only  to  indicate  the  principle  of  the  possibility 
of  axioms  in  general,  being  itself  no  more  than  a 
principle  based   on  concepts.     It  was  necessary  in 
our  transcendental  philosophy  to  show  the  possibility 
even    of    mathematics.       Philosophy,    therefore,     is 
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without  axioms,  and  can  never  put  forward  it< 
principles  a  priori  with  absolute  authority,  hut 
must  first  consent  to  justify  its  claims  hy  a  thorough 
deduction.  [p.  734] 

III.  Of  Demonstrations.  An  apodictic  proof  only, 
so  far  as  it  is  intuitive,  can  be  called  demonstration. 
ExpeririHv  may  teach  us  what  is,  hut  never  that 
it  cannot  bo  otherwise.  Empirical  arguments,  there- 
fore, cannot  produce  an  apodictic  proof.  From  con- 
cepts a  priori,  however  (in  discursive  knowledge), 
it  is  impossible  that  intuitive  certainty,  that  is, 
ev'nlencc,  should  ever  arise,  however  apodictically 
certain  the  judgment  may  otherwise  seem  to  be. 
Demonstrations  we  gi-t  in  mathematics  only,  because 
here  our  knowledge  is  derived  not  from  concepts,  but 
from  their  construction,  that  is,  from  intuition,  which 
can  be  given  a  priori,  in  accordance  with  the  con- 
cepts. Even  the  proceeding  of  algebra,  with  its 
equations,  from  which  by  reduction  both  the  correct 
result  and  its  proof  are  produced,  is  a  construction 
by  characters,  though  not  geometrical,  in  which. 
UMUi  of  signs,  the  concepts,  particularly  those  of 
the  relation  of  quantities,  are  represented  in  intuition, 
and  (without  any  regard  to  the  heuristic  method)  all 

.elusions  are  secured  against  errors  by  submitting 
each  of  them  to  intuitive  evidence.  Philosophical 
knowledge  cannot  claim  this  advantage,  for  here  we 
must  always  consider  the  general  in  the  abstract  (by 
concepts),  while  in  mathematics  we  may  consider  the 
general  in  the  concrete,  in  each  single  intuition,  and 
through  pure  representation  a  priori,  where  every 
mistake  becomes  at  once  manifest     I  should    [p.  73."] 
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prefer,  therefore,  to  call  tbe  former  acroamatic,  or 
audible  (discursive)  proofs,  because  they  can  be  car- 
ried out  by  words  only  (the  object  in  thought). 
rather  than  demount  rations,  which,  as  the  very  term 
implies,  depend  on  the  intuition  of  the  object. 

It  follows  from  all  this  that  it  is  not  in  accordance 
with  the  very  nature  of  philosophy  to  boast  of  it* 
dogmatical  character,  particularly  in  the  field  of  pure 
reason,  and  to  deck  itself  with  the  titles  and  ribands 
of  iii.it ln'inatics,  an    order  to    which    it   can    never 
belong,  though   it  may  well   hope  for  co-operation 
with  that  science.     All  those  attempts  are  vain  pre- 
tensions which  can  never  be  successful,   nay,   which 
can  only  prove  an  obstacle  in  the  discovery  of  the 
illusions  of  reason,  when  ignoring  its  own  limits,  and 
which  must  mar  our  success  in  calling  back,  by  means 
of  a  sufficient  explanation  of  our  concepts,  the  con- 
ceit of  speculation  to  the  more  modest  and  thorough 
work  of  self-knowledge.    Reason  ought  not,  there- 
fore, in  its  transcendental  endeavours,  to  look  forward 
with   such  confidence,  as   if  the  path  which  it  has 
traversed  must  lead  straight  to  its  goal,  nor  depend 
with  such  assurance  on  its  premisses  as  to  consider 
it  unnecessary  to  look  back  from  time   to  time,  to 
find  out  whether,  in  the  progress  of  its  conclusions, 
errors  may  come   to  light,  which  were   overlooked 
in  the  principles,  and  which  render  it  neces-     [p.  736] 
sary  either  to  determine  those  principles  more  ac- 
curately or  to  change  them  altogether. 

I  divide  all  apodictic  propositions,  whether  demon- 
strable or  immediately  certain,  into  Dogmata  and 
Math&nafa,    A  directly  synthetical  proposition,  based 
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on  concepts,  is  a  Dogma ;  a  proposition  of  the  same 
kind,  arrived  at  by  the  construction  of  concepts,  is 
a  Mathcma.  Analytical  judgments  teach  us  really 
no  more  of  an  object  than  what  the  concept  which 
we  have  of  it  contains  in  itself.  They  cannot  en- 
large our  knowledge  beyond  the  concept,  but  only 
clear  it  They  cannot,  therefore,  be  properly  calif  1 
dog!  1  w i.n  (;i  «"ii!  which  might  j"  rhftps  best  !»•  ?nui-- 
lated  by  precepts,  Lehrspriiche).  According  to  our 
ordinary  mode  of  speech,  we  could  apply  thut  name 
to  that  class  only  of  the  two  above  mentioned  classes 
of  synthetical  propositions  a  priori  which  refers  to 
philosophical  knowledge,  and  no  on©  would  feel 
inclined  to  give  the  name  of  Dogma  to  the  proponi- 
tiuu-  of  arithmetic  or  geometry.  In  this  way  the 
usage  of  language  confirms  our  explanation  ti 
those  judgments  only  which  are  based  on  concep- 
tions, and  not  those  which  are  arrived  at  by  the 
construction  of  concepts,  can  be  c:dled  dogmatic. 

Now  in  the  whole  domain  of  pure  reason,  in  its 
purely  speculative  use,  there  does  not  exist  a  single 
directly  synthetical  judgment  based  on  concepts.  We 
have  shown  that  reason,  by  means  of  ideas,  is  in- 
capable of  any  synthetical  judgments  which  could 
claim  objective  validity,  while  by  means  of  the  con- 
1 '  [its  of  our  understanding  it  establishes  no  [p.  737] 
doubt  some  perfectly  certain  principles,  but  not  di- 
rectly from  concepts,  but  indirect  \y  only,  by  referring 
such  concepts  to  something  purely  contingent,  namely, 
possible  experience.  When  such  experience  (anything 
as  an  object  of  possible  experience)  is  presupposed, 
these  principles  are,  no  doubt,  apodictically  certain, 
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bnt    in    themselves    (directly)  they  cannot  even   be 

I:  1  ■  i\vn  a  priori.  Thus  the  proposition  that  every- 
thing which  happens  has  its  cause,  can  never  bo 
thoroughly  understood  by  means  of  the  cone 
alone  which  are  contained  in  it ;  hence  it  is  no 
dogma  in  itself,  although,  from  another  point  of  view. 
that  is,  in  the  only  field  of  its  possible  use,  n.nn.ly, 
in  experience,  it  may  be  proved  apodictically.  It 
should  be  called,  therefore,  a  principle,  and  not  a 
pnetpl  or  a  dogma  (though  it  is  necessary  that  it 
should  itself  be  proved),  because  it  has  this  pecu- 
liarity that  it  first  renders  fa  own  proof,  namely, 
experience,  possible,  ami  has  always  to  be  presup- 
posed for  the  sake  of  experience. 

If.  therefore,  there  are  no  dogmata  whatever  in 
the  speculative  use  of  pure  reason,  with  regard  to 
their  contents  also,  all  dogmatical  methods,  whether 
borrowed  from  mathematics  or  invented  on  purpose, 
are  alike  inappropriate.  They  only  serve  to  hide 
mistakes  and  errors,  ami  thus  deceive  philosophy, 
whose  true  object  is  to  shed  the  clearest  light  on 
every  step  which  reason  takes.  The  method  may. 
however,  well  be  systematical ;  for  our  reason  (sub- 
ject i\  el y)  is  itself  a  system,  though  in  its  pure  [p.  73*] 
use,  by  means  of  mere  concepts,  a  system  intended 
for  investigation  only,  according  to  principles  of 
unity,  to  which  experience  alone  can  supply  the 
material.  We  cannot,  however,  dwell  here  on  the 
method  of  transcendental  philosophy,  because  all  we 
have  to  do  at  present  is  to  take  stock  in  order  to 
find  out  whether  we  are  ablo  to  build  at  all,  and 
how  high  the  edifice  may  be  which  we  can   erect 
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with  the  materials  at  our  command  (the  pure  con- 
cepts a  priori). 


METHOD  OF  TRANSCENDENTALISM 

SflOkuw  II. 

The  Discipline  of  Pure  Reason  in  its  polemical  v$e. 

Reason  in  all  her  undertakings  must  submit  tO 
criticism,  and  cannot  attempt  to  limit  the  free  exer- 
cise of  such  criticism  without  injury  to  herself,  and 
without  exposing  herself  to  dangerous  suspicion. 
There  is  nothing  so  important  with  reference  to  its 
usefulness,  nothing  so  sacred,  that  it  could  withdraw 
itself  from  that  searching  examination  which  has  no 
respect  of  persons.  The  very  existence  of  reason 
depends  on  that  freedom ;  for  reason  can  claim  no 
dictatorial  authority,  but  its  decrees  are  rather  like 
the  votes  of  free  citiz. ns,  everyone  of  whom  may 
freely  express,  not  only  his  doubts,  but  even  [p.  739] 
his  veto. 

But,  though  reason  can  never  refuse  to  submit 
to  criticism,  it  does  not  follow  that  she  need  always 
lie  ufi-uul  of  it,  while  pure  reason  in  her  ical 

(not  mathematical)  two,  is  not  so  thoroughly  con- 
scious of  having  herself  obeyed  her  own  supreme 
laws  as  not  to  appear  with  a  certain  shyness,  nay. 
without  any  of  her  assumed  dogmatical  authority. 
before  the  tribunal  of  a  higher  judicial  reason. 

The  case  is  totally  different  when  reason  has  to 
deal,  not  with  the  verdicts  of  a  judge,  fat  with  the 
claims  of  her  fellow -citizens.     For  as  these  mean  to 
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be  as  dogmatical  in  their  negations  as  reason  in  in  h-r 
affirmations,  reason  may  justify  herself  tar  uvdpttrrw, 
so  as  to  be  safe  against  all  damages,  and  with  a  good 
title  to  her  own  property  that  need  not  fear  any 
foreign  claims,  although  tear  aX'iOaav  it  could  not 
itaelf  be  established  with  sufficient  evidence. 

By  the  polemical  use  of  pure  reason  I  mean  the 
defence  of  her  own  propositions  against  dogmatical 
negations.  Here  the  question  is  not,  whether  her 
own  assertions  may  not  themselves  be  false,  but  it 
is  only  to  be  shown  that  no  one  is  e%*er  able  to  prove 
the  opposite  with  apodictic  certainty,  nay,  even  with 
:i  higher  degree  of  plausibility.  For  we  are  [p.  7^0] 
not  on  sufferance  in  our  possession,  when,  though 
our  own  title  may  not  be  sufficient,  it  is  never- 
theless quite  certain  that  no  one  can  ever  prove  its 
insufficiency. 

It  is  sad,  no  doubt,  and  discouraging,  that  there 
should  be  an  antithetic  of  pure  reason,  and  thai 
reason,  being  the  highest  tribunal  for  all  conflicts, 
should  be  in  conflict  with  herself.  We  had  on  a 
former  occasion  to  treat  of  such  an  apparent  anti- 
thetic, but  we  saw  that  it  arose  from  a  misunder- 
standing,  phenomena,  according  to  the  common 
prejudice,  being  taken  for  things  in  themselves,  and 
an  absolute  completeness  of  their  synthesis  being 
demanded  in  one  way  or  other,  (being  equally  im- 
possible in  either  way)  a  demand  en tirely  unreasonable 
with  regard  to  phenomena.  There  was,  therefore,  no 
real  contradiction  in  reason  herself  when  making  the 
two  propositions,  first,  that  the  series  of  phenomena 
given  ly  themselves,  has  an  absolutely  first  begiuning ; 
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and,  secondly,  that  the  series  is  absolutely  and  by  itself 
without  any  beginning;  For  both  propositions  arc 
perfectly  consistent  with  each  other,  because  pheno- 
mena, with  regard  to  their  existence  as  phenomena, 
are  by  themselves  nothing,  that  is,  are  self-contra- 
dictory, so  that  their  hypothesis  must  naturally  lead 
to  contradictory  inferences.  [p-74'] 

We  cannot,  however,  appeal  to  a  similar  mis- 
understanding, in  order  to  remove  the  conflict  of 
reason,  when  it  is  said,  for  instance,  on  one  side, 
theistically  that  there  is  a  Supreme  Being,  and  on  the 
other,  atheistically,  that  there  is  no  Supreme  Being ; 
or  if,  in  psychology,  it  is  maintained,  that  everything 
which  thinks,  possesses  an  absolute  and  permanent 
unity  and  is  different,  therefore,  from  all  perishable 
material  unity,  while  others  maintain  that  a  soul  is 
not  an  immaterial  unity,  and  not  exempt,  therefore, 
from  perishableness.  For  hore  the  object  of  the 
question  is  free  from  anything  heterogeneous  or 
contradictory  to  its  own  nature,  and  our  understand- 
ing has  to  deal  with  things  by  themselves  only  and 
not  with  phenomena.  Hen-,  therefore,  wo  should 
have  a  real  conflict*  if  only  on  the  negative  side 
pure  reason  could  advance  anything  like  the  ground 
of  an  assertion.  We  may  well  admit  the  criticism 
of  the  arguments  advanced  by  those  who  dogmatically 
assert,  without  therefore  having  to  surrender  these 
assertions,  which  are  supported  at  least  by  the  in- 
terest of  reason,  to  which  the  opposite  party  cannot 
appeal. 

I  cannot  share  the  opinion,  80  frequently  expressed 
by  excellent  and  thoughtful  men  (for  instance  Sulzer), 
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who,  being  fully  cnnseioua  of  the  weakness  of 
proofs  hitherto  advanced,  indulge  111  a  hope  that  the 
filfam  wDild  supply  us  with  evident  demonstrations 
of  the  two  cardinal  DTOpoaitidDfl  of  pure  reason, 
namely,  that  there  is  a  God,  and  that  there  is  a 
future  life.  I  am  certain,  on  the  contrary,  [p.  7*.-] 
that  this  will  never  he  the  case,  for  whence  should 
reason  take  the  grounds  for  such  synthetical  asser- 
tions, which  do  not  refer  to  objects  of  experience 
and  tlu'ir  internal  possibility  I  But  there  is  the 
same  apodictic  certainty  that  no  man  will  ever  arise 
to  assert  the  contrary  with  the  smallest  plausibility, 
much  less  dogmatically.  For,  as  he  could  prove  it 
by  means  of  pure  reason  only,  he  would  have  to 
prove  that  a  Supreme  Being,  and  that  a  thinking 
subject  within  us,  as  pure  intelligence,  is  impossible. 
But  whence  will  he  take  the  knowledge  that  would 
justify  him  in  thus  judging  synthetically  on  things 
far  beyond  all  possible  experience?  We  may,  there- 
fore, rest  so  completely  assured  that  no  one  will  ever 
really  prove  the  opposite,  that  there  is  no  need  to 
invent  any  scholastic  arguments.  We  may  safely 
accept  those  propositions  which  agree  eo  well  with 
the  speculative  interests  of  our  reason  in  its  om- 
pirical  use.  and  are  besides  the  only  means  of  re- 
conciling them  with  our  practical  interests.  As 
against  our  opponent,  who  must  not  he  considered 
here  as  a  critic  only,  wo  are  always  ready  with  our 
Non  Hqurt.  This  must  inevitably  confound  our 
adversary,  while  we  need  not  mind  his  retort,  be- 
cause we  can  always  fall  back  on  the  subjective 
maxim  of  reason,  which  our  adversary  can-    [i>-74i] 


DISCIPLINE   OF   PUKE  REASON. 

not,  and  can  thus,  protected  by  it.  look  upon  all  Lis 
vain  attacks  with  calmness  and  iudifier>  i 

Thus  we  BB6  that  there  is  really  no  antithetic  of 
(Hire  reason,  for  the  only  arena  for  it  would  be 
the  field  of  pure  theology  and  psychology,  and  m 
that  field  it  is  not  able  to  support  a  champion  in"  full 
armour  and  with  weapons  which  we  need  be  afraid 
of.  He  can  only  use  ridicule  and  boasting,  ami 
these  we  may  laugh  at  as  mere  child's  play.  This 
ought  to  be  a  real  comfort  and  inspire  reason  with 
new  courage ;  for  what  else  could  she  depend  on,  if 
she  herself,  who  is  called  upon  to  remove  all  errors, 
were  divided  against  herself,  without  any  hope  of 
peace  and  quiet  possession  1 

Whatever  has  been  ordained  by  nature  is  good 
for  some  purpose  or  other.  Even  poisons  serve  to 
counteract  other  poisons  which  are  in  our  own 
blood,  and  they  must  not  be  absent  therefore  in  a 
complete  collection  of  medicines.  The  objections 
.■i^aiiist  tin-  vain  persuasions  md  the  amoaU  ■>!  om 
own  purely  speculative  reason  are  inspired  by  the 
very  nature  of  that  reason,  and  must  therefore  have 
their  own  good  purpose,  which  must  not  be  lightly 
cast  aside.  Why  has  Providence  placed  certain 
things,  which  concern  our  highest  interests,  [|».  744] 
:-;.  to  Iteyond  our  reach  that  we  are  only  able  to 
n[)j Telieiid  them  very  indistinctly  and  dubiously , 
and  our  inquiring  gaze  is  more  excited  than  satis- 
fied by  them  ?  It  is  very  doubtful  whether  it 
useful  to  venture  on  any  bold  answers  with  regard 
to  such  obscure  questions,  niiy,  whether  it  may  not 
be  detrimental.  But  one  thing  is  quite  certain,  nam-  l\ 
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that  it  is  useful  to  grant  to  reason  the  fullest  freedom. 
both  of  inquiry  and  of  criticism,  so  that  she  may  consult 
her  own  interest  without  let  or  hindrance.  And  this 
is  done  quite  as  much  by  limiting  her  insight  as  by 
enlarging  it,  while  nothing  but  mischief  must  arise 
from  any  foreign  interference  or  any  attempt 
direct  reason,  against  her  own  natural  inclination 
towards  objects  forced  upon  her  from  without. 

Allow  therefore  your  adversary  to  speak  reason, 
and  combat  him  with  weapons  of  reason  only.  As 
to  any  practical  interests  you  need  not  be  afraid, 
for  in  purely  speculative  discussions  they  are  not  in- 
volved at  all.  What  comes  to  light  in  these  discos* 
sions  is  only  a  certain  antinomy  of  reason  which,  as  it 
springs  from  the  very  nature  of  reason,  must  needs  bo 
listened  to  and  examined.  Reason  is  thus  improved 
only  by  a  consideration  of  both  sides  of  her  subject. 
Her  judgment  is  corrected  by  the  very  limitations 
imposed  upon  lur.  What  people  may  differ  about 
is  not  the  matter  so  much  as  the  tone  and  manner 
of  these  discussions.  For,  though  you  have  to  sur- 
render the  language  of  hi  owl, dye,  it  is  per-  [p.  745] 
fectly  open  to  you  to  retain  the  language  of  the 
firmest  faith,  which  need  not  fear  the  severest  test 
of  reason. 

If  we  could  ask  that  dispassionate  philosopher, 
David  Hume,  who  seemed  made  to  maintain  the 
most  perfect  equilibrium  of  judgment,  what  induced 
him  to  undermine  by  carefully  elaborated  arguments 
the  persuasion,  so  useful  and  so  full  of  comfort  for 
mankind,  as  that  reason  is  sufficient  to  assert  and  to 
form  a  definite  concept  of  a  Supreme   Being,   he 
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would  answer,  Nothing  bnt  I  wish  to  advance  reason 
in  self-knowledge,  and  at  the  same  time  a  certain 
feeling  of  indignation  at  the  violence  which  people 
wish  to  inflict  on  reason  by  boasting  of  her  powers, 
and  yet  at  the  same  time  preventing  her  from 
openly  confessing  her  weakness  of  which  she  has 
become  conscious  by  her  own  self-examination.  If, 
on  the  contrary,  you  were  to  ask  Priestley,  who  was 
guided  by  the  principles  of  the  empirical  use  of 
reason  only  and  opposed  to  all  transcendental  spe- 
culation, what  could  have  induced  him  to  pull  down 
two  such  pillars  of  religion  as  the  freedom  and  im- 
mortality of  our  soul  (for  the  hope  of  a  future  life 
is  with  him  an  expectation  only  of  the  miracle  of  a 
resuscitation),  he,  who  was  himself  so  pious  and 
zealous  a  teacher  of  religion,  could  answer  nothing 
but  that  he  was  concerned  for  reason,  which  must 
suffer  if  certain  subjects  are  withdrawn  from  the  laws 
of  material  nature,  the  only  laws  which  we  can  accu- 
rately know  and  fix.  It  would  be  most  un-  [p.  746] 
just  to  decry  the  hitter,  who  was  able  to  combine  his 
paradoxical  assertions  with  the  interests  of  religion, 
and  to  inflict  pain  on  a  well-intentioned  man,  simply 
because  he  could  not  find  his  way,  the  moment  In- 
strayed  away  from  the  field  of  natural  science.  And 
the  same  favour  must  be  extended  to  the  equally 
well-intentioned,  and  in  his  moral  character  quite 
blameless,  Hume,  who  could  not  and  would  not  leave 
his  abstract  simulations,  because  he  was  rightly  con- 
vinced that  their  object  lies  entirely  outside  the 
limits  of  natural  science,  and  within  the  sphere  of 
pure  ideas. 
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What  then  is  to  be  done,  especially  with 
to  the  dauger  which  is  believed  to  threaten  the  coin- 
mon-v.iMltli  from  such  speculations?    Nothing  is  more 
natural,  nothing   more   <:iir  than  the   deoLnoo     which 
you  have  to  come  to.     Lot  these  people  go  !      If  they 
show  talent,  if  they  produce  new  and  profound   iu- 
yeetigatioiM,    in    one    word,   if    they   show    reason. 
reaSOD  QBS  Mlly  gain.     If  you  have  recourse  to  any- 
thing else  but  untrammelled  reason,  if  you   r;.  i 
cry  of  high  treason,  and  call  together  the  ignorant 
mob  as  it  were  to  extinguish  a  conflagration — you 
simply  render  yourselves  ridiculous.     For  here  the 
question  is  not  what  may  be   useful  or  dangerous  to 
the  common- wealth,  but  merely  how  far  reason  may 
.nlvance  in  her  speculations,  which  are  inde-     [p.  747] 
pendent  of  all   practical  interests;  in  fact,  whether 
these  speculations  are  to  count  for  anything,  or  are 
to  be  surrendered  entirely  for  practical  considerations. 
Instead  of  rushing  in,  sword  in  hand,  it  is  far  wiser  to 
watch  the  struggle  from  the  safe  seat  of  the  critic. 
That  struggle  is  very  hard  for  the  combatants  them- 
selves, while  to  you  it  need  not  be  anything  bttt  enter- 
taining, and,  as  the  issue  is  aure  to  bo  without  blood- 
shed, it  may  become  highly  improving  to  your  own 
intellect.     For  it  is  extremely  absurd  to  expect  to  be 
enlightened    by  reason,  and  yet  to  prescribe  to  her 
beforehand  on  which  side  she  must  incline.     Besides, 
reason  is  naturally  so  subdued  and  checked  by  reason, 
that  you  need  not  send  out  patrols  in  order  to  bring 
the  civil  law  to  bear  on  that  party  whose  victory  you 
fear.   In  this  dialectical  war  no  victory  is  gained  that 
need  disturb  your  peace  of  mind. 
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Reason  really  stands  in  need  of  such  dialectical 
strife,  and  it  is  muck  to  be  wished  that  it  had  taken 
place  sooner,  and  with  the  unlimited  sanction  of  the 
public,  for,  in  that  case,  criticism  would  sooner  have 
reached  complete  maturity,  and  disputes  would  have 
come  to  an  end  by  each  party  becoming  aware  of  the 
illusions  and  prejudices  which  caused  their  differences. 

There  is  in  human  nature  ;i  certain  disingenuousness 
which,  however,  like  everything  that  springs  [p.  7«$] 
from  nature,  must  contain  a  useful  germ,  namely,  a 
tendency  to  conceal  one's  own  true  sentiments,  and 
to  give  expression  to  adopted  opinions  which  are 
supposed  to  be  good  and  creditable.  There  is  no 
doubt  toil  liiis  tendency  to  conceal  oneself  and  to 
assume  a  favourable  appearance  has  helped  towards 
tin-  progress  of  civilisation,  nay,  to  a  certain  extent. 
of  morality,  because  others,  who  could  not  see 
through  the  vamish  of  respectability,  honesty,  and 
correctness,  were  led  to  improve  themselves  by  seeing 
even  where  these  examples  of  goodness  which  thpy 
Itelievcd  to  be  genuine.  This  tendency,  h< 
to  show  oneself  better  than  one  really  is,  and  to 
utter  sentiments  which  one  does  not  really  share, 
can  oidy  serve  provisionally  to  rescue  men  from  a 
rude  state,  and  to  teach  them  to  assume  at  least  the 
appearance  of  what  they  know  to  be  good.  After- 
wards, when  genuine  principles  have  once  been 
developed  and  become  part  of  our  nature,  that 
disingenuousness  must  be  gradually  compared,  be- 
cause it  will  otherwise  deprave  the  heart  and  no) 
allow  the  good  seeds  of  honest  conviction  to  grow  up 
among  the  tares  of  fair  appearances. 

VOL.  11.  T  t 
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I  am  eony  to  observe  the  name  disingenuousnesa, 
concealment,  and  hypocrisy  even  in  the  utterance 
of  speculative  thought,  though  there  are  here  fewer 
hindrances  in  uttering  our  convictions  openly  and 
freely  as  we  ought,  and  no  advantage  whatever  [p.  749] 
in  nur  not  doing  so.  For  what  can  be  more  mis- 
rliK-vrius  to  the  advancement  of  knowledge  than  to 
communicate  even  our  thoughts  in  a  falsified  form, 
to  conceal  doubts  which  we  feel  in  our  own  assertions, 
and  to  impart  an  appearance  of  conclusiveness  to 

MgUini'ut.s  which  W6  kiiM\\  nurs.-lv.  -  to  be  indn 
elusive  1  So  long  as  those  tricks  arise  from  pem 
vanity  only  (which  is  commonly  the  case  with  specu- 
lative arguments,  as  touching  no  particular  interests, 
■OX  easily  capable  of  apodictic  certainty)  they  are 
mostly  counteracted  by  the  vanity  of  others,  with 
the  full  approval  of  the  public  at  large,  and  thus  the 
result  is  generally  the  same,  as  what  would  or  might 
have  been  obtained  sooner  by  means  of  pure  in- 
genuousness and  honesty.  But  where  the  public  has 
once  persuaded  itself  that  certain  subtle  speculators 
:iin  at  nothing  ISM  than  to  shake  the  very  foundations 
of  the  common  welfare  of  the  people,  it  is  supposed 
to  1h3  not  only  prudent,  but  even  advisable  and 
honourable,  to  come  to  the  succour  of  what  is  cidled 
the  good  cause,  by  sophistries,  rather  than  to  allow 
to  our  supposed  antagonists  the  satisfaction  of  having 
lowered  our  tone  to  that  of  a  purely  practical  con- 
viction, and  Living  forced  us  to  confess  the  absence 
of  all  speculative  and  apodictic  certainty.  I  cannot 
believe  this,  nor  can  T  admit  that  the  intention  of  serv- 
ing a  good  cause  can  ever  be  combined  with  trickery. 
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minr<-]«i' ■.•-entation,  and  fraud.  That  in  weighing  the 
arguments  of  a  speculative  discussion  we  [p.  750] 
ought  to  l>e  honest,  seems  the  least  that  can  be  de- 
I ;  ami  if  we  could  at  least  depend  on  this  with 
perfect  certainty,  the  conflict  <>f  speculative  reason 
with  regard  t<>  the  important  questions  of  God,  the 
immortality  of  the  soul,  and  freedom,  would  long  ago 
have  been  decided,  or  would  MOV  ho  brought  to  a 
conclusion.  Thus  it  often  happens  that  the  purity  of 
motives  and  sentiments  stands  in  an  inverse  ratio  to 
the  goodness  of  the  cause,  and  that  its  supposed  as- 
sailants are  more  honest  and  more  straightforward 
than  its  defenders. 

Supposing  that  I  am  addressing  readers  who  n 
wish  to  see  a  just  cause  defended  by  unjust  means, 
I  may  say  that,  according  to  our  principles  of 
criticism,  and  Looking  not  at  what  commonly  bupj>cns, 
but  at  what  in  all  common  fairness  ought  to  happen, 
there  ought  to  be  no  polemical  use  of  reason  at 
all.  For  how  can  two  persons  dispute  on  a  suIh 
joct  the  reality  of  which  neither  of  them  can  present 
either  in  real,  or  even  in  possible  experience,  while 
they  brood  on  the  mere  idea  of  it  with  the  solo  objeet 
of  elicit im_'  something  more  than  the  idea,  namely,  its 
iiality?  How  can  they  ever  arrive  at  the  end  of 
their  dispute,  as  neither  of  them  can  make  his  view 
comprehensible  and  certain,  or  do  more  than  attack 
and  refute  the  view  of  his  opponent?  For  this  is 
the  fate  of  all  assertions  of  pure  reason.  They  go 
beyond  the  conditions  of  all  possible  ox-  [p.  75«] 
perience,  where  no  proof  of  truth  is  to  be  found  any- 
where, but  they  have  to  follow,  nevertheless,  the  laws 

t  t  2 
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of  the  onderstanding,  which  are  intended  for  em- 
pirical use  only,  but  without  which  no  eti-p  ran  be 
made  in  synthetical  thought.  Thus  it  happens  that 
each  side  lays  open  its  own  weaknesses,  anil  <*neh  can 
avail  itself  of  the  weaknesses  of  the  other. 

The  critique  of  pure  reason  may  really  be  looked 
upon  as  the  true  tribunal  for  .ill  disputes  of  reason  ; 
for  it  is  not  concerned  in  these  disputes  which  r^ 
to  Objects  immediately,  but  is  intended  to  fix  and  to 
determine  the  rights  of  reason  in  general,  according 
to  the  principles  of  its  original  institution. 

Without  such  a  critique,  nason  may  be  said  to  be 
in  a  state  of  nature,  and   unable  to   establish 
defend  its  assertions  and  claims  except  by  war.      The 
critique  of  pure  reason,  on  the  contrary,  which  bases 
all  its  decisions  on  the  indisputable  principles  of  it 
own  original  institution,  secures  to  us  the  peace  of 
a  legal  status,  in  which  disputes  are  not  to  be  earned 
mi  except   in   the  proper  form   of  a  Inv-svit.      In   tl 
Conner  state  such  disputes  generally  end   in    both 
parties    claiming   victory,  which    is    followed   bv    an 
uncertain    peace,    maintained    chiefly    by    the    civil 
power,  while  in  the  latter  state  a.  sentence  \B     [p. 76*] 
pronounced  Which,  as  it  goes  to  the  very  root  of  ill 
dispute,  must  secure  an  eternal  peace.     These  never- 
ceasing  disputes-  of  a  purely  dogmatical  reason  compel 
people  at  last  to  seek  for  rest  and  peace    in   some 
criticism  of  reason  itself,  and  in  some  sort  of  legis- 
lation founded  upon  such  criticism.     Thus  Hobbes 
maintains  that  the  state  of  nature  is  a  state  of  in- 
justice and  violence,  ami  that  we  must  needs  leave  it 
ami  submit  mux  Ives  to  the  constraint  of  law,  whicli 
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alone  limits  our  freedom  in  mob  a  way  that  it  may 
oonsist  with  the  freedom  of  others  and  with  the 
common  good. 

It  in  purt  of  that  freedom  that  we  should  lie 
allowed  openly  to  state  our  thoughts  and  our  doubts 
which  wo  cannot  solve  ourselves,  without  running 
the  risk  of  being  decried  on  that  account  as  tur- 
bulent and  dangerous  citizens.  This  follows  from 
the  inherent  rights  of  reason,  which  recognises  no 
other  judge  but  universal  human  reason  itself.  Here 
everybody  has  a  vote ;  and,  as  all  improvements  of 
which  our  state  is  capable  must  spring  from  thence, 
such  rights  are  sacred  and  must  never  be  minished. 
Nay,  it  would  really  be  foolish  to  proclaim  certain  I  mid 
assertions,  or  reckless  attacks  upon  assertions  which 
enjoj  the  approval  of  the  largest  and  best  portion 
of  the  commonwealth,  as  dangerous;  for  that  would 
be  to  impart  to  them  au  importance  which  [p.  753] 
they  do  not  possess.  Whenever  I  hear  that  some 
uncommon  genius  has  demonstrated  away  the  free- 
dom of  the  human  will,  the  hope  of  a  future  life,  or 
the  existence  of  God,  I  am  always  desirous  to  read 
his  book,  for  I  expecl  that  his  talent  will  help  me  to 
improve  my  own  insight  into  these  problems.  Of  one 
1  lung  I  feel  quite  certain,  even  without  having  seen  Ins 
book,  that  he  has  not  disproved  any  single  one  of 

these  doctrines j  ii'it  beosues  I  imagine  that  I  am 
myself  in  possession  of  irrefragable  proofs  of  them, 
but  because  the  transcendental  critique,  by  revealing 
to  me  tho  whole  apparatus  of  our  pure  reason,  has 
completely  convinced  me  that*  as  reason  is  insufficient 
to  establish  affirmative  propositions  in  this  sphere 
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of  thought,  it  is  equally,  nay,  even  more  power!* 

stablish  the  negative  on  any  of  these  points. 
For  where  is  this  so-called  free-thinker  to  take  the 
knowledge  tluit,  lor  instance,  there  exists  no  Snpr 
Being?  Thia  proposition  lies  outside  lira  field  of 
possible  experience  and,  therefore,  outside  the  limits 
of  all  human  cognition.  The  dogmatical  defender  of 
the  good  cause  I  should  not  read  at  all,  beoanse  I 
know  beforehand  that  he  will  attack  the  eopbistriei 

of  the  other  party  simply  in  order  to  recommend  his 
own.  Besides,  a  mere  defence  of  the  common  opinion 
does  not  supply  so  much  material  for  new  remarks 
as  a  strange  and  ingeniously  contrived  theory.  The 
opponent  of  religion,  himself  dogmatical  in  [p.  754] 
hi*  own  way,  would  give  me  a  valuable  opportunity 
for  amending  here  and  there  the  principles  of  my 
own  critique  of  pure  reason,  while  I  should  not  be  at 
all  afraid  of  any  danger  arising  from  his  theories. 

But,  it  may  be  argued,  that  the  youth  at  least,  en- 
trusted to  our  academical  teaching,  should  lie  warned 
against  such  writings,  and  kept  away  from  a  too  early 
knowledge  of  such  dangerous  propositions,  before  their 
faculty  of  judgment,  or  we  should  rather  say.  bet 
the  doctrines  which  we  wish  to  inculcate  on  th> 
have  taken  root,  and  are  able  to  withstand  all  persua- 
sion and  pressure,  from  whatever  quarter  it  may 
proceed. 

Yes,  if  the  cause  of  pure  reason  is  always  to  be 
pleaded  dogmatically,  and  if  opponents  are  to  In- 
disposed of  polemically,  i.e.  simply  by  taking  up  arms 
against  them  and  attacking  them  by  means  of  proofs 
of  opposite  opinions,  nothing  might   seem    for   tl 
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moment  more  advisable,  but  nothing  would  prove  in 
the  long  run  more  vain  and  inefficient  than  to  keep 
the  reason  of  youth  in  temporary  tutelage,  and  to 
guard  it  against  temptation  for  a  time  at  least 
If,  however,  curiosity  or  the  fashion  of  the  age 
should  afterwards  make  them  acquainted  with  sueh 
writings,  will  their  youthful  persuasion  then  hold 
good  I  He  who  is  furnished  with  dogmatical  weapons 
only  in  order  to  resist  the  attacks  of  his  opponent, 
and  is  not  able  to  analyse  that  hidden  dialectic  which 
is  concealed  in  his  own  breast  quite  as  much  as  in 
that  of  his  opponent,  sees  sophistries  which  [p.  755] 
at  all  events  have  the  charm  of  novelty,  opposed  to 
other  sophistries  ulnrh  possess  that  charm  no  longer. 
and  excite  the  suspicion  of  having  imposed  on  the 
natural  credulity  of  youth.  He  sees  no  better  way 
of  showing  that  he  is  no  longer  a  child  than  by  ignor- 
ing all  well-meant  warnings,  and,  accustomed  us  he  is 
to  dogmatism,  ho  swallows  Uie  poison  which  destroys 
his  principles  by  a  new  dogmatism. 

The  very  opposite  of  this  is  the  right  course  for  aca- 
demical instruction,  provided  always  that  it  is  founded 
on  a  thorough  training  in  the  principles  of  the  criti- 
cism of  pure  reason.  For,  in  order  to  practically  apply 
these  principles  as  soon  as  possible,  and  to  show  their 
sufficiency  even  when  faced  by  the  strongest  dialeetical 
illusiou,  it  is  absolutely  necessary  to  allow  the  at- 
tacks, which  seem  so  formidable  to  the  dogmatist, 
to  be  directed  against  the  young  mind  whose 
reason,  though  weak  as  yet,  has  been  enlightened  by 
criticism,  so  as  to  let  him  test  by  its  principles  the 
groundless  assertions  of  his  opponents  one  after  the 
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other.    He  cannot  find  it  very  difficult  to  dissolve  then 
ull  into  mere  vapour,  and  thus  alone  does  he  early 
begin  to  feel  his  own  power  and  is  able  to  secure  him- 
self against  all  dangerous  illusions  which  in    the  end 
lose  all  their  fascination  on  him.    It  is  true,  the  same 
blows  which  destroy  the  stronghold  of  his  op-  [p.  756] 
pntu'iil,  miiRt  prove  fata]  also  to  his  own  speculative 
.structures,  if  he  should  wish  to  erect  such.      But   this 
need  not  disturb  him,  because  ho  docs  not  wish  to 
shelter  himself  beneath  them,  but  looks  out  for  the 
fair  field  of  practical  philosophy,  where  he  may  hope 
to  find  firmer  ground  for  erecting  liis  own  rational 
and  beneficial  system. 

There  is,  therefore,  no  room  for  real  polemic  in  the 
sphere  of  pure  reason.  Both  parties  beat  the  air 
and  fight  with  their  own  shadows,  because  they  go 
beyond  the  limits  of  nature,  where  there  is  nothing 
that  they  could  lay  hold  of  with  their  dogm;iti 
grasp.  They  may  fight  to  their  hearts'  content,  the 
shadows  which  they  are  cleaving  grow  together  again 
in  one  moment,  like  the  heroes  in  Valhalla,  in  on. I. 
to  disport  themselves  once  more  in  those  bloodless 
contests. 

Nor  can  we  admit  a  sceptical  use  of  pure  reason, 
which  might  be  called  the  principle  of  ?/.  utrtililij  in 
all  its  disputes.  Surely  to  stir  up  reason  against 
itself,  to  supply  it  with  weapons  on  both  sides,  and 
then  to  look  on  quietly  and  scoffingly  while  the  fierce 
battle  is  raging,  does  not  look  well  from  a  dogmatical 
point  of  view,  but  has  the  appearance  of  a  mischievous 
and  malevolent  disposition.  If,  however,  we  consider 
the  iuviucible  obstinacy  and  the  boasting  of    [i>.  757] 
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the  dogmatical  sophists,  who  are  deaf  to  all  the  warn- 
ings of  criticism,  there  really  seems  nothing  left,  but 
to  meet  the  boasting  on  one  aide  by  an  equally  justi- 
fied boasting  on  the  other,  in  order  at  least  to  startle 
reason  by  a  display  of  opposition,  and  thus  to  shake 
lier  confidence  .iikI  make  her  willing  to  listen  to  the 
voice  of  criticism.  But  to  stop  at  this  point,  and 
to  look  upon  the  conviction  and  confession  <»f  ignor- 
ance, not  only  as  a  remedy  against  dogmatical  con- 
ceit, but  as  the  best  means  of  settling  the  conflict  of 
reason  with  herself,  is  a  vain  attempt  that  will  never 
give  rest  and  peace  to  reason.  The  utmost  it  can  do 
is  to  rouse  reason  from  her  sweet  dogmatical  dreams, 
and  to  induce  her  to  examine  more  carefully  her  own 
position.  As,  however,  the  sceptical  manner  of  avoid- 
ing a  troublesome  business  seems  to  be  the  shortest 
way  out  of  all  difficulties,  and  promises  to  lead  to  a 
permanent  peace  in  philosophy,  or  m  chflOOP  at  least 
as  the  highroad  by  all  who,  under  the  prcteuce  of  a 
scornful  dislike  of  investigations  of  this  kind,  try  to 
give  themeervM  the  air  of  philosophers,  it  seems  neces- 
sary to  exhibit  this  mode  of  thought  in  its  true  light. 

The  Impossibility  of  a  sceptical  satisfaction  of    [p.  758] 
I'ure  Reason  in  conflict  with  »V. 

The  consciousness  of  my  ignorance  (unless  we  re- 
cognise at  the  same  time  its  necessity)  ought,  instead 
of  forming  the  end  of  my  investigations,  to  serve,  on 
the  contrary,  nfl  their  strongest  impulse.  All  ignorance 
is  either  an  ignorance  of  things,  or  an  ignorance  of 
the  limits  of  our  cognition.  If  ignorance  is  accidental, 
it  should  incite  us,  in  the  former  case,  to  investigate 
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things  (I'ltpiiaficallif,  in  the  latter  to  investigate   the 
limits  of  possible  knowledge  critically.     That   my  ig- 
norance is  absolutely  necessary  and  that  I  um  absolved 
from  the  duty  of  all  further  investigation,  can  never 
be  established  empirically  by  mere  observation,  but 
rnlhj  only,  by  a  thorough  examination  of  the  first 
BOtiroeS  of  our  knowledge.     The  determination  of  the 
true  limits  of  our  reason  can  be  made  on  a  priori 
grounds  oalj   irhHfl  its  limitation,  wbich  coBsista  in  a 
general  recognition  of  our  never  entirely  removable 
ignorance,  may  be  realised  a  posteriori  also,  fay  .seeing 
how  much  remains  to  be  known  in  spite  of  all  that 
can  Ik' known.  'I  i<  r  knowledge  of  ouriguorai. 

possible  only  by  criticism  of  reason,  is  truly  scientific, 
the  latter  is  merely  matter  of  experience,  where  [p.  759] 
it  is  never  possible  to  say,  how  far  the  inferences 
drawn  from  it  may  reach.  If  I  regard  the  earth,  ac- 
cording to  the  evidence  of  my  senses,  as  a  flat  surface, 
I  cannot  tell  how  far  it  may  extend.  But  what  experi- 
ence teacheR  me  is,  that  wheresoever  I  go,  I  always 
SBC  before  me  ;i  space  in  which  1  can  proceed  further. 
Thus  I  am  conscious  of  the  limits  of  my  actual  know- 
ledge of  the  earth  at  any  given  moment,  but  not  of 
the  limits  of  all  pussihlc  geography.  But  if  I  have 
got  so  far  as  to  know  that  the  earth  is  a  sphere  and 
its  surface  spherical,  I  am  able  from  any  small  portion 
of  it,  for  instance,  from  a  degree,  to  know  definitely 
and  according  to  principles  a  priori,  the  diameter,  and 
through  it,  the  complete  periphery  of  the  earth  ;  and. 
though  I  am  ignorant  with  regard  to  the  objects 
which  are  contained  in  that  surface,  I  am  not  so  with 
regard  to  its  extent,  its  magnitude,  and  its  limits. 
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In  a  similar  manner  the  whole  of  the  objects  of  our 
knowledge  appears  to  us  like  a  level  surface,  with 
apparent  horizon  which  encircles  its  whole  extent, 
and  was  called  by  us  the  idea  of  unconditioned 
totality.  To  reach  this  limit  empirically  is  impos- 
sible, and  all  attempts  have  [.roved  vain  to  determine 
it  a  priori  according  to  a  certain  principle.  Never- 
theless, all  questions  of  pure  reason  refer  to  what  lies 
outside  of  that  lmriz.ni,  or,  it  may  be,  on  its  boundary 
I'm..  [p.  760] 

The  celebrated  David  Hume  was  one  of  those 
geographers  of  human  reason  who  supposed  that  all 
those  questions  were  sulliciently  disposed  of  by  being 
relegated  outside  that  horizon,  which,  however,  he 
was  not  able  to  determine.  lie  was  chiefly  occupied 
with  the  principle  of  causality,  and  remarked  quite 
rightly,  that  the  truth  of  this  principle  (and  even 
the  objective  validity  of  the  concept  of  an  eflici' 
cause  in  general)  was  based  on  no  knowledge,  i.e.  on 
no  cognition  a  priori,  and  that  its  authority  rested 
by  no  means  on  the  necessity  of  such  a  law.  but 
merely  on  its  general  usefulness  in  experience,  and 
on  a  kind  of  subjective  necessity  arising  from  thence, 
which  he  called  habit.  From  the  inability  of  reason 
to  employ  this  principle  tayond  the  limits  of  ex- 
perience he  inferred  the  nullity  of  all  the  pretensions 
of  reason  in  her  attempts  to  pass  beyond  what  is 
empirical 

This  procedure  of  subjecting  the  faeft  of  reason 
examination,   and.  if  necessary,   to    Mam 
termed  the  censorship  of  reason.    There  can  be 
doubt  that  such  a  censorship  must  inevitably  lea*' 
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'..rhls  agaiust  all  the  transcendent  employ-      [p.  7'"] 
ment  of  such  principles.     But  this  is  only  the  second 

<  :l  l>y  no  means  the  last  step  in  our  inquiry.      The 
first  step  in  matters  of  pure  reason,  which  marks  its 
iogmaiiitn.     The  second,  which   \vu  have 
just  described,  is  aoeptieum  and  mirks  the  stage  of 
caution  "ii  the  pari  of  re;us< m,  when  rendered  wiser  by 
1  ->.  1  ••  riim -i •.    But  a  tliird  step  is  necessary,  that  of  the 
maturity  and  manhood  of  judgment,  based   on  firm 
and   universally  applicable    maxims,   when     not    the 
of  reason,  but  reason  itself  in  its  whole   power 
and  fitness  for  pure  knowledge  «  jiriori  conies  to  be 
examined.     This  is  not  the  censura  merely,  but  the 
true  criticism  of  reason,  by  which  not  the  barrier  only, 
but  the  fixed  frontier*  of  reason,  not  ignorance  only 
on  this  or  that  point,  but  ignorance  with  reference 
to  all  possible  questions  of  a  certain  kind,  must  be 
proved  from  principles,  instead  vl'  I  icing  merelyguessi  n  I 
at.    Thus  scepticism  is  a  resting-place  of  reason,  where 
it  may  reflect  for  a  time  on  its  dogmatical  wanderings 

in.  I  gain  a  survey  of  the  region  where  it  happens  to 
be,  in  order  to  choose  its  way  with  greater  certainty 
for  the  future :  but  it  can  never  be  its  permanent, 
dwelling-place.  That  can  only  be  found  in  perfect 
certainty,  whether  of  our  knowledge  of  the  objects 
themselves  or  of  the  limits  within  which  all  our 
knowledge  of  objects  are  enclosed.  [p.  762] 

Our  reason  is  not  to  be  considered  as  an  inde- 
finitely extended  plain,  the  limits  of  which  are 
known  in  a  general  way  only,  but  ought  rather  to 
be  compared  to  a  sphere  the  radius  of  which  may 
be  determined  from  the  curvature  of  the  are  of  its 
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surface  (corresponding  to  1 1 1« -  nature  of  synthetical 
propositions  a  j/riori),  which  enables  u.s  likewise  Co 
fix  tin-  extent  and  periphery  of  it  with  perfect  cer- 
tainty. Outside  that  sphere  (the  field  of  experience) 
nothing  can  become  an  object  to  our  reason,  n 
questions  even  on  such  imaginary  objects  relate  to  the 
subjective  principles  only  for  a  complete  determina- 
tion of  all  the  relations  which  may  exist  between  the 
concepts  of  the  understanding  within  thai  sphere. 

It  is  a  fact  that  we  are  in  possession  of  different 
kinds  of  synthetical  knowledge  a  priori,  as  shown  by 
the  principles  of  the  understanding  whicli  anticipate 
experience.  If  any  body  finds  it  quite  impossible  to 
understand  the  possibility  of  such  principles,  he  m 
at  first  have  some  doubts  as  to  whether  they  really 
dwell  within  us  a  priori  ;  but  he  cannot  thus,  by  the 
mere  powers  of  the  understanding,  prove  their  im- 
possibility, and  declare  all  the  steps  which  reason 
takes  under  their  guidance  as  null  ami  void.  All  hi 
can  say  is  that,  if  we  could  understand  their  origin 
and  genuineness,  we  should  be  able  to  determine  the 
extent  and  limits  of  our  reason,  and  that,  until  that  is 
done,  all  the  assertions  of  reason  are  made  [p.  763] 
at  random.  And  in  this  way  a  complete  scepticism 
with  regard  to  all  dogmatical  philosophy,  which  is  not 
guided  by  a  criticism  of  reason,  is  well  grounded. 
though  we  could  not  therefore  deny  to  reason  sueh 
furtl  ii  1  advanoe,  aftar  the  way  has  once  been  prepared 
anil  rmer  ground.      For  all  these  con- 

cepts, nay,  all  the  questions  which  pure  reason  places 
before  us,  have  their  origin,  not  in  experience,  but.  in 

reason  itself,  and  must  therefore  1h-  capable  of  being 
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solved  and  tested  as  to  their  validity  or  invalid 
Nor  an:  we  justified,  admitting  that  the  solution  of 
these  problems  is  really  to  be  found  in  the  nature 
of  things,  to  decline  their  consideration  and  further 
investigation,  under  1 1  l-  pretext  of  our  weaklier, 
reason  alone  begets  all  these  ideas  by  itself,  and  is 
bound  therefore  to  give  an  account  of  their  validity 
or  their  dialectical  vaults. 

All  sceptical  polemic  should  properly  be  directed 
against  the  dogmatist  only  who,  without   any  mis- 
givings about  his  own  fundamental  objective   prin- 
ciples, that  is,  without  criticism,  continues  Iiik  course 
with    undisturbed   gravity,  aud  cannot   l>e    brought 
to  a  proper  self-knowledge  unless  we  unsettle    his 
brief.     With  regard  to  what  we  know  or  what 
cannot  knew,  that  polemic  is  of  uo  consequence  what* 
ever.     All  the  unsuccessful  dogmatical  attem] 
reason  are  facta,  and  it  is  always  useful  to     [p.  764] 
submit  thi'in  to  the  mmura  of  the  sceptic.      Kut  t! 
can  deefclfl  nothing  us  to  the  expeeta  if  reason  in 

her  hopes  and  claims  of  a  better  success  in  future 
attempts ;  and  no  mere  censura  can  put  an  end  to 
the  disputes  n  girding  the  rights  of  human  reason- 
Hume  is,  perhaps,  the  most  ingenious  of  all  sceptics, 
and  without  doubt  the  most  important  with  regard 
to  the  influence  which  the  sceptical  method  may 
exercise  in  awakening  reason  to  a  thorough  exami- 
nation of  its  rights.  It  will  therefore  be  worth  our 
while  to  make  clear  to  ourselves  the  course  of  his 
reasoning  and  the  errors  of  an  intelligent  and  • 
tunable  man,  who  at  the  outset  of  his  enquiries  was 
certainly  on  the  right  track  of  truth. 
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Hume  was  probably  aware,  though  lie  never  made 
it  quite  clear  to  himsi-lf.  that  in  judgments  of  a  cer- 
tain kind  we  pass  beyond  our  concept  of  the  object. 
I  have  willed  this  class  of  judgments  synthetical.  There 
is  no  difficulty  as  to  how  I  may,  by  means  of  ex- 
perience, pass  beyond  the  concept  which  I  have 
hitherto  had.  Experience  is  itself  BUQ9  a  -vnthefflB 
of  [»•]•<•(•■:( inns  through  which  ;i  t.  which  I 
have  by  means  of  one  perception,  is  increased  by 
means  of  other  perceptions.  But  we  imagine  that 
we  are  able  also  «  priori  to  pass  beyond  [p.  765] 
our  concept  find  thus  to  euhuge  our  knowledge.  This 
we  attempt  to  do  either  by  the  pure  understanding, 
in  relation  to  that  which  can  at  least  be  an  object  of 
mperience,  or  even  by  means  of  pure  reason,  in  re- 
lation to  such  qualities  of  things,  or  even  the  ex- 
istence of  such  things,  as  can  never  occur  in  expe- 
rience. Hume  in  his  scepticism  did  not  distinguish 
lietween  these  two  kinds  of  judgments  as  he  ought 
to  have  done,  but  regarded  more  jmrticularly  this 
augmentation  of  concepts  by  themselves,  and,  so 
to  say.  the  spontaneous  generation  of  our  under- 
standing (and  of  our  reason),  without  being  impreg- 
nated by  experience,  as  impossible.  Considering  all 
principles  a  priori  as  imaginary,  he  arrived  at  1 
■ ■■•luehiM .,11  thai  they  were  DOtfaing  but  a  habit  aris- 
ing from  expert   and    its  laws;    that    thev    v. 

therefore  merely  empirical,  that  is,  in  tln'in^-lv.-s, 
contingent  rules  to  which  we  wrongly  ascribe  ne- 
cessity and  universality.  In  Order  to  establish 
this  strange  proposition,  he  appealed  to  the  generally 
admitted    principle  of   the    relation    between  cause 
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and  effect.  For  as  no  faculty  of  the  understanding 
could  lead  us  from  tin:  o.ncept  of  a  thing  to  the 
■  ■  of  something  else  that  should  follow  from 
it  universally  and  necessarily,  he  thought  himsi.ll' 
justified  in  concluding  that,  without  experience,  we 
have  nothing  that  could  augment  our  concept  and 
give    ns   a   right   to   form   a  judgment    that    extends 

itself  ajfiori.   That  the  light  of  the  sun  which  si 

on  the  wax  should  melt  the  wax  and  at  the    [p.  766] 

sum.'  In. 1.   hard. m  1  he  clay,  no  understanding,  he  main 
tained,  could  guess  from  the  concepts  which  we   had 
hefore  of  these  things,  much  less  infer,  according  to 
a  law,  experience  only  heing  able  to  teach   ns  such 
a  law.     We  have  seen,  on  the  contrary,  in  the  tran- 
scendental  logic  that,  though  we  can  never   pass 
macRaUHy  beyond  the  content  of  a  concept  that  is 
given  us,  we  are  nevertheless  able,  entirely  a  priori, 
but  yet  in  reference  to  something  else,  namely  pos- 
sible experience,  to  know  the  law  of  its  connection 
With   other    things.      If,  therefore,   wax.  which     was 
formerly  hard,  melts,  I  can  know  a  priori  that  somc- 
! hi nij  else  must  have  preceded  (for  instance  the    h 
Of  the  sun)  upon   which   this   melting    has    followed 
according  to  a  permanent  law,  although  without  ex- 
perience  I  could  never  know  a  priori  either   from 
the   effect   the   cause,   or   from     the    cause    the   effect. 

Hume  was  therefore  wrong  in  inferring  from  the 
mere  contingency  of  our  being  determined  according 
to  the  law  of  causality,  the  contingency  of  that  law 
itself,  and  he  mistook  our  passing  beyond  the  con 
cept  of  a  thing  to  some  possible  experience  (which  is 
entirely  a  priori  and  constitutes  the  objective  reality  of 
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it)  for  the  synthesis  of  the  objects  of  real  experience 
which,  no  doubt,  is  always  empirical  He  thus 
changed  a  principle  of  affinity  which  resides  in  the 
understanding  and  predicates  necessary  connection, 
into  a  rule  of  association  residing  in  the  imitative 
faculty  of  imagination,  which  can  only  re-  [p.  ^6^] 
present  contingent,  but  never  objective  connections. 

The  sceptical  errors  of  that  otherwise  singularly 
acute  thinker  arose  chieflv  from  a  defect,  which  he 
shared,  however,  in  common  with  all  dogmatists 
namely  of  not  having  surveyed  systematically  all 
kinds  of  synthesis  a  priori  of  the  understanding.  For 
in  doing  this  he  would,  without  mentioning  others, 
have  discovered,  for  instance,  the  principle  of  per- 
manency as  one  which,  like  causality,  anticipates 
experience.  He  would  thus  have  been  able  also  to 
fix  definite  limits  to  the  understanding  in  its  at- 
tempts at  expansion  a  priori,  and  to  pure  reason, 
lie  only  narrows  the  sphere  of  our  understanding, 
without  definitely  liniidntj  it,  and  produces  a  general 
mistrust,  but  no  definite  knowledge  of  that  ignorance 
which  to  us  is  inevitable.  He  only  subjects  certain 
principles  of  the  understanding  to  his  censura,  but 
does  not  place  the  understanding,  with  reference 
to  all  its  faculties,  on  the  balance  of  criticism.  He 
is  not  satisfied  with  denying  to  the  understanding 
what  in  reality  it  does  not  possess,  but  goes  on  to 
deny  to  it  all  power  of  expanding  a  priori,  tin  nigh 
he  has  never  really  tested  all  its  powers.  For  this 
reason,  what  always  defeats  scepticism  has  happened 
to  Hume  also,  namely,  that  he  himself  becomes  subject 
to  scepticism,  because   hia  objections   rest  on  i.. 
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only  which  are  contingent,  and  not  on  principles 
wliich  alone  can  force  a  surrender  of  the  [p.  76$] 
right  of  dogmatical  assertion. 

As,  besides  tliis,  he  doe6  not  sufficiently  dmtin^uihl. 
between  the  well-grounded  claims  of  the  underst; 
ing  and  the  dialectical  pretensions  of  reason,  agi>  i 
which,  however,  his  attacks  are  chiefly  directed,  it 
so   happens  that    reason,  the.  peculiar    tendency  of 
wliich  has  not  in  the  least  been  destroyed,  but  only 
checked,  does  not  at  all  consider  itself  shut  out  lrum 
its  attempts   at   expansion,  and  can  never    be    en- 
tirely turned  awny  from  them,  although  it   may  be 
punished  now  and  then.     Mere  attacks  only  provoke 
counter  attacks,  and  make  us  mure  ohstinate  in  en- 
forcing Our  own   views.     But  a  complete   survc\ 
all  that  is  really  our  own,  and  the  conviction  of  a 
certain  though  a  small  possession,  make  us  perceive 
the  vanity  of  higher  claims,  and    in. luce    us,   aJ 
surrendering  all  disputes,  to    live   contentedly   :,iid 
I  •  icefully  within  our  own  limited,  but  undisputed 
domain. 

These  sceptical  attacks  are  not  only  dangerous, 
but  even  destructive  to  the  uncritical  dogmatist 
who  has  not  measured  the  sphere  of  his  under- 
standing, and  has  not,  therefore,  determined,  accord- 
ing to  principles,  the  limits  of  his  own  poshi 
knowledge,  and  does  not  know  beforehand  how  much 
he  is  really  able  to  achieve,  but  thinks  that  he  is 
able  to  find  all  this  out  by  a  purely  tentative  method. 
For  if  he  has  been  found  out  in  one  single  assertion 
of  his,  which  he  cannot  justify,  or  the  fallacy  [p.  769] 
of  which  he  cannot  evolve  according  to  principles. 


• 


«B*MOW. 


BACO  DE  VERULAMIO 

INSTAORATIO   MAGNA-PRAFATIO 

OB  NOBIS  miS  SILEMUS:  DE  RE  AUTEM,  QUA  AGITUR,  PRTTMUS: 
OT  HOMINES  EAM  NON  OPINIONEM,  SED  OPUS  ESSB  COGITKNT ;  AC 
FRO  CERTO  HABEANT,  NON  SECTA  NOS  A1JCUJUS,  AUT  PLACITI, 
SED  UT1UTAT1S  ET  AMPLITUDES  HUMANA  FUNDAMENTA  MOLIRL 
DKINDE  UT  SUI5  COMMODIS  AQUI — IN  COMMUNE  CONSULANT— ET 
IFSI  IN  PARTEM  VENIANT.  FRATSREA  UT  BENE  SPIRENT,  NXQUK 
INSTAURATIONEM  NOSTRAM  UT  QUIDDAM  INnNITUM  ET  ULTRA 
MORTALS  FINGANT,  ET  ANIMO  CONCIPIANT;  QUUM  RIVERA  SIT 
DIFINITI  ERRORIS  FINIS  ET  TERMINUS  LEGITIMUS 


Gift  of 
John  Edna:  Coover 


Ounuuai,  1900,  a* 

COLONIAL 


781056 


66o 


DISCIPLINE    OF    rmE    REA80J?. 


under  the  strict  surveillance  of  reason,  it  is  nCCCCSMy 
that    there   should   always   be    something    perfc 
certain,  and  not  only  invented  or  resting  on  opinion, 
and  that  is  the  possibility  of  the  obj'  -It".      If 

that  is  onco  given,  it  is  then  allowable,  so  far  aa  its 
ri  ility  is  concerned,  to  have  recourse  to  opil 
which  opinion,  however,  if  it  is  not  to  be  utt 
groundless,  must  be  brought  in  connection  with  what 
is  really  given  and  therefore  certain,  as  its  ground  of 
explanation.  In  that  case,  and  in  that  case  only,  can 
'..  r  speak  of  an  hi/pothe«is. 

As  we  cannot  form  the  least  conception  of  the  pos- 
siliilitY  of  a  dynamical  connection  a  priori,  and  as  the 
categories  of  the  pure  understanding  are  not  intended 
to  invent  any  such  connection,  but  only,  when   it  is 
given  in  experience,  to  understand  it,  we  cannot  by 
means  of  these  categories  invent  one  single  object  as 
endowed  with  a  new  quality  not  fouud  in  experience, 
or  base  any  permissible  hypothesis  on  such  a  quality; 
otherwise  we  should  be  supplying  our  reason    with 
empty  chimeras,  and  not  with  concepts  of  things. 
Thus  it  is  not  permissible  to  invent  any  new  and 
original  powers,  as,   for  instance,  an   understanding 
capable  of  perceiving  objects  without  the  aid  of  the 
senses  ;  or  a  force  of  attraction  without  any  cont;i 
a  new  kind  of  substances  that  should  exist,  for  in- 
stance, in   spacSi  without  being    impenetrable,  and 
consequently,  also,  any  connection  of  substances,  dif- 
ferent from  that  which  is  supplied  by  expe-     [p.  771] 
rience  ;  no  presence,  except  in  space,  no  duration,  ex- 
cept in  time.    In  one  word,  our  reason  can  only  use 
the  conditions  of  possible  experience'  as  tin-  conditions 
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of  the  possibility  of  things  ;  it  cannot  invent  them  in- 
dependently, because  such  concepts,  although  not  self- 
contradictory,  would  always  be  without  an  object 

The  conceptH  of  reason,  as  was  said  before,  BM 
mere  ideas,  and  it  is  true  that  they  have  no  object 
corresponding  to  them  in  experience;  but  they  do  not, 
lor  all  that,  refer  to  purely  imaginary  objects,  which 
are  supposed  to  be  possible.  They  are  purely  pro- 
Ni'iiiatical,  in  order  to  supply  (as  heuristic  fictions) 
regulative  principles  for  the  systematical  employment 
of  the  understanding  in  the  sphero  of  experience.  If 
they  are  not  that,  they  would  become  mere  fictions 
the  possibility  of  which  is  quite  indemonstrable,  ami 
which,  therefore,  can  never  he  enipl  hypotheses 

for  the  explanation  of  real  phenomena.  It  is  quite 
permissible  to  represent  the  soul  to  ourselves  as 
simple,  in  order,  according  to  this  idea,  to  on  tin- 
complete  and  necessary  unity  of  all  the  faculties  of 
the  soul,  although  we  cannot  understand  it  in  con- 
creto.  as  the  principle  of  all  our  inquiries  into  ita 
internal  phenomena.  But  to  assume  the  soul  as  a 
simple  substance  (which  is  a  transcendent  concept) 
would  be  a  proposition,  not  only  indemonstrable  (this 
is  the  case  with  several  physical  hypotheses),  [p.  77*] 
but  purely  arbitrary  and  rash  :  because  the  simple 
can  never  occur  in  any  experience,  and  if  by  sub- 
stance we  understand  the  permanent  object  of  sensu- 
ous intuition,  the  very  possibility  of  a  simple  jtheno- 
menon  is  perfectly  inconceivable.  Reason  has  no  right 
whatever  to  assume,  as  an  opinion,  purely  intelligible 
beings,  or  purely  intelligible  qualities  of  the  objects 
of  the  senses;  although,  on  the  other  side.  ;s  wo 
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have  no  concepts  whatever,  either  of  their  possibility 
or  impossibility,  we  cannot  claim  any  truer  insight 
enabling  us  to  deny  dogmatically  their  possibility. 

In  order  to  explain  given  phenomena,  no  other 
things  or  reasons  can  be  adduced  but  those  which, 
according  to  the  already  known  laws  of  phenomena, 
have  been  put  in  connection  with  them.  A  tran- 
scendental hypothesis,  adducing  a  mere  idea  of  reason 
for  the  explanation  of  natural  things,  would  there- 
fore be  no  explanation  at  all,  because  it  would  really 
be  an  attempt  at  explaining  what,  according  to  known 
empirical  principles,  we  do  not  understand  sufficiently 
by  something  which  we  do  not  understand  at  all. 
Nor  would  the  principle  of  such  an  hypothesis  serve 
to  help  the  understanding  with  regard  to  its  objec 
hut  only  to  satisfy  our  reason.  Order  and  design  in  na- 
i  in -i!  must  themselves  be  explained  on  natural  grounds 
■ad  according  to  natural  laws  ;  and  for  this  [p.  773] 
purpose  even  the  wildest  hypotheses,  if  only  they 
are  physical,  are  more  tolerable  than  a  hyperphysical 
one, — that  is.  (he  appeal  to  the  Divine  Author,  who  is 
called  in  for  that  very  purpose.  This  would  be  a 
principle  of  ratio  ignava,  to  pass  by  all  causes  the 
objective  reality  of  which,  in  their  possibility  at  least, 
!.:..:■<  known  l.y  continued  experience,  in  order  to 
rest  on  a  mere  idea,  which  no  doubt  iB  very  agreeable 
to  our  reason.  With  regard  to  the  absolute  totality 
of  the  explanation  as  applied  to  the  series  of  causes, 
there  can  be  no  difficulty,  considering  that  all  mun- 
dane objects  are  nothing  but  phenomena,  in  which 
we  can  never  hope  to  find  absolute  completeness  in 
the  synthesis  of  the  series  of  conditions. 
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It.  is  impossible  to  allow  transcendental  hypotheses 
in  the  Kpeculative  use  of  reason,  or  the  use  of  hyper- 
physical  instead  of  piryfiieA]  explanations ;  partly,  bc- 
■  Muse  reason  is  not  in  the  least  advanced  in  that  way, 
I  nr,  on  the  contrary,  cut  off  from  its  own  proper 
employment,  partly  because  such  a  licence  would  in 
the  end  deprive  reason  of  all  the  fruits  that  spring 
from  the  cultivation  of  its  own  proper  soil,  namely,  ex- 
u-nce.  It  is  true,  no  doubt,  that  whenever  tin- 
explanation  of  nature  seems  difficult  to  us,  we  should 
thus  always  have  a  transcendent  explanation  ready 
to  hand,  which  relieves  us  of  all  investigation  ;  but 
in  that  case  we  are  led  in  the  end,  not  to  [p.  774] 
an  understanding,  but  to  a  complete  incomprehen- 
sibility of  the  principle  which,  from  the  very  begin- 
ning, was  so  designed  that  it  must  contain  the  con- 
cept of  something  which  is  the  absolutely  First. 

What  is,  secondly,  required  in  order  to  render  an  hy- 
pothesis acceptable,  is  its  adequacy  for  determining  a 
priori,  by  means  of  it,  all  the  consequences  that  are 
L'ivcn.  If,  for  that  purpose,  we  have  to  call  in  the  aid 
of  supplementary  hypotheses,  they  rouse  the  suspicion 
of  a  mere  fiction.  l>ecause  each  of  them  requires  for 
itself  the  same  justification  as  the  fundamental  idea, 
ami  cannot  serve  therefore  as  a  sufficient  witness.  No 
I  -nlit,  if  we  once  admit  an  absolutely  perfect  cause. 
Hi.  n-  is  do  difficulty  in  accounting  for  all  the  order, 
magnitude,  and  design  which  are  seen  in  the  world. 
But  if  we  consider  what  seem  to  ua  at  least  de- 
viations and  evils  in  nature,  new  hypotheses  will  be 
required  in  order  to  save  the  first  hypothesis  from 
the  objections  which  it  has  to  encounter.     In  the 
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same  manner,  whenever  the  simple  independence  of 

the  human  soul,  which  has  been  admitted  in  order 
to  account  for  all  its  phenomena,  is  called  into 
question  on  account  of  the  difficulties  arming  from 
phenomena  similar  to  the  changes  of  matter  (growth 
and  decay),  new  hypotheses  have  to  be  called  in, 
which  may  seem  plausible,  but  possess  no  authority, 
except  what  they  derive  from  the  opinion  [p.  775] 
which  was  to  yield  the  chief  explanation,  and  which 
they  themselves  were  called  upon  to  defend. 

If  the  two  hypotheses  which  we  have  just  men- 
tioned as  examples  of  the  assertions  of  reason  (the 
incorporeal  unity  of  the  soul,  and  the  existence  of 
a  Supreme  Being)  are  to  be  accepted,  not  as  hypo- 
theses, but  as  dogmas  proved  a  priori,  we  have 
nothing  to  say  to  them.  Great  care,  however,  should 
be  taken  in  that  case  that  they  should  be  proved 
with  the  apodictifi  certainty  of  a  demonstration.  It 
would  be  as  absurd  to  try  to  make  the  reality  of 
such  ideas  plausible  only,  as  to  try  to  make  a  geo- 
metrical proposition  plausible.  Reason,  independent 
"f  ill  experience,  knows  everything  either  a  priori, 
and  as  necessary,  or  not  at  all.  Its  judgment,  there- 
fore, is  never  opinion,  but  either  an  abstaining  from 
all  judgments,  or  apodictic  certainty.  Opinions  and 
guesses  ss  to  what  belongs  to  things  can  be  admitted 
in  explanation  only  of  what  is  really  given,  or  as  re- 
sulting, according  to  empirical  laws,  from  something 
that  is  really  given.  They  belong,  therefore,  to  the 
series  of  the  objects  of  experience  only.  Outside 
that  field  to  opine  is  the  same  as  to  play  with  thoughts, 
unless  we  suppose  that  even  this  doubtful  and  un- 
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certain  way  of  judging  might  lead  us   on   to  the 
truth. 

But  although,  when  dealing  with  the  purely  [p.  77<>] 
speculative  questions  of  pure  reason,  no  hypotheses* 
are  admissible  in  order  to  found  on  them  any  pro- 
positions, they  are  perfectly  admissiMe  in  order,  if 
possible,  to  defend  tiu-m  ;  that  is  to  Fay,  they  may  be 
used  for  polemical,  but  not  for  dogmatical  purjioses. 
Nor  do  I  understand  by  defending  the  strengthening 
of  the  proofs  in  support  of  our  assertions,  but  only 
the  refutation  of  the  dialectical  arguments  of  the 
opponent  which  are  intended  to  invalidate  our  as- 
sertions. All  synthetical  propositions  of  pure  reason 
have  this  peculiarity  that,  although  the  philosopher 
who  maintains  the  reality  of  certain  ideas  ie  . 
possesses  sufficient  knowledge  in  order  to  render 
his  own  proposition  certain,  his  opponent  is  equally 
unable  to  prove  the  opposite.  It  is  true,  no  doubt, 
that  this  equality  of  fortune,  which  is  peculiar  to 
human  reason,  favours  neither  of  the  two  parties 
with  regard  to  their  speculative  Imowfodge,  and 
hence  the  never-ending  feuds  in  this  arena.  But 
we  shall  see  nevertheless  tliat,  in  relation  to  its 
practical  employment,  reason  has  the  right  of  ad- 
mitting wlmt.  in  the  sphere  of  pure  speculation,  it 
would  not  be  allowed  to  admit  without  sufficient  proof. 
Such  admissions,  no  doubt,  detract  from  the  perfec- 
tion of  h]x-culatioii,  but  practical  interests  take  no  ac- 
count  of  this.  Here,  then-fore,  reason  is  in  possession, 
without  having  to  prove  the  legitimacy  of  its  title, 
which,  indeed,  it  would  be  difficult  to  do.  [p.  777] 
The  burden  of  proof  rests,  therefore,  on  tlw)  opponent ; 
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and,  as  he  knows  as  little  of  the  point  in  question, 
to   enable    liim    to   prove   its   non-existence,  as    the 
other  who  maintains  its  reality,  it  in  evident    that 
there  is  an  advantage  on  the  side  of  him  who  main- 
tains something  as  a  praetieally  necessary  supposition 
(meKoT   est    conditio   possidentis).      Ho    is    clcarly 
entitlcd,  as  it  were  iu  self-defence,  to  use  the  same 
pons  in  support    of  his  own  good  cause,  which 
the   opponent  uses  against    it,  that   is,  to    employ 
hypotheses,   whieli  are  not    intended   to  strengthen 
the  arguments  in  favour  of  his  own  view,  but  only 
to  show  that  the  opponent  knows  far  too  little  of  the 
subject   under  discussion  to  flatter  himself   that  he 
possesses  any  advantage  over  us,  so  far  as  speculut 
insight  is  concerned. 

In  the  field  of  pure  reason,  therefore,  hypotheses 
are  admitted  as  weapons  of  defence  only,  not  in  order 
to  establish  a  right,  but  simply  in  order  to  def 
it ;  and  it  is  our  duty  at  all  times  to  look  for  a  r.  I 
opponent  within  oursclve*.  Speculative  reason  in  its 
transcendental  employment  is  by  its  very  nature 
dialectical.  The  objections  whieh  we  have  to  fear 
lie  in  ourselves.  We  must  look  for  them  as  we  h>ok 
for  old,  but  never  superannuated  claims,  if  we 
wish  to  destroy  them,  and  thus  to  establish  a  per- 
manent peace.  External  tranquillity  is  a  mere  il- 
lusion. It  is  necessary  to  root  up  the  very  germ  of 
these  objections  whieh  lies  in  the  nature  of  human 
reason  ;  and  how  can  we  root  it  up,  unless  we  [p.  778] 
allow  it  freedom,  nay,  offer  it  nourishment,  so  that 
it  may  oend  Out  shoots,  and  thus  discover  itself  to  our 
eyes,  so  tluit  we  may  afterwards  destroy  it  with  its 
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very  root  ?  Try  yourselves  therefore  to  discover  objec- 
tions nf  which  no  opponent  has  ever  thought;  nay, 
h  nil  lii in  your  weapons,  and  grant  him  the  most 
favourable  position  which  he  could  wish  for.  You  have 
nothing  to  fear  in  all  this,  but  much  to  hope  for, 
namely,  that  yon  may  gain  a  possession  which  no 
one  will  ever  again  venture  to  contest. 

In  order  to  be  completely  equipped  you  require 
the  hypotheses  of  pure  reason  B I  -0,  which,  although 

inii  ]■-.-». i -  *  1  weapons  (beefttue  not  steeled  by  urj  Em 

of  experience),  are  yet  quite  as  strong  as  those  which 
any  opponent  is  likely  to  use  against  you.  If,  there- 
fore (for  any  not  speculative  reason).  \"  1  h 
mitted  the  immaterial  nature  of  the  soul,  which  is 
not  subject  to  any  corporeal  changes,  and  you  are 
met  by  the  difficulty  that  nevertheless  experience 
seems  to  prove  both  the  elevation  and  the  decay  of 
our  mental  faculties  as  different  modifications  of  our 
organs,  you  can  weaken  the  force  of  this  oljection 
by  saying  that  you  look  upon  the  body  as  a  funda- 
mental phenomenon  only,  which,  in  our  present  state 
(in  this  life),  forms  the  condition  of  all  the  facuh 
of  our  sensibility,  and  hence  of  our  thought.  In  that 
case  the  separation  from  the  body  would  be  the  1 
of  the  sensuous  employment  and  the  beginning  of 
the  intelligible  employment  of  our  faculty  of  know- 
ledge. The  body  would  thus  have  to  be  [p.  779] 
eon-iil. -1,. I.  not  M  the  (BOM  flf  OUT  thinking,  hut 
only  as  a  restrictive  condition  of  it.  and,  therefore, 
if  on  one  side  as  a  support  of  our  sensuous  and 
animal  life,  on  the  other,  all  the  more,  as  an  im- 
pediment of  our  pure  ami  spiritual   life,  so  that  the 
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dependence  of  the  animal    life  on    the   constitr.' 
of  the  body  would  in  do  wise  prove  the  depend- 
of  our  whole  life  on  the  state  of  our  organs, 
may  go  even  further  and  discover  new  doubta  which 
have  either  not  heen   raised  at  all  before,  or   at  all 
events  have  not  been  curried  far  enough. 

Generation  in  the  human  race,  as  well  as  among 
irrational  creatures,  depends  on  so  many  accidents, 
on  occasion,  on  sufficient  sustenance,  on  the  views 
and  whims  of  government,  nay,  even  on  vice,  that 
it  is  difficult  to  believe  in  the  eternal  existence  of 
a  being  whose  life  has  first  begun  under  circum- 
stances so  trivial,  and  so  entirely  dependent  on  our 
own  choice.  As  regards  the  continuance  (here  on 
earth)  of  the  whole  race,  there  is  less  difficulty,  be- 
cause the  accidents  in  individual  cases  are  subj 
nevertheless  to  a  rule  with  regard  to  the  whole. 
With  regard  to  each  individual,  however,  to  expect 
so  important  an  effect  from  Bucfa  insignificant  can 
seems  wry  strange.  But  even  against  this  you 
may  adduce  the  following  transcendental  hypothesis, 
namely,  that  all  life  is  really  intelligible  only,  not 
subject  to  the  changes  of  time,  and  neither  [p.  780] 
beginning  in  birth,  not  ending  in  death.  You  in 
say  that  this  life  is  phenomena]  only,  that  is,  a  sen- 
suous representation  of  the  pure  spiritual  life,  and 
that  the  whole  world  of  sense  is  but  an  image  pass- 
ing before  our  present  mode  of  knowledge,  but,  like  a 
dream,  without  any  objective  reality  in  itself;  nay, 
that  if  we  could  see  ourselves  and  other  objects  also 
as  they  really  are,  we  should  see  ourselves  in  a  world 
of  spiritual  natures,  our  community  with  which  did 


DISCIPLINE    OF    PCRE    REASON. 


669 


neither  begin  :it  our  birth  nor  will  end  with  the  death 
of  the  body,  both  being  purely  phenomenal. 

Although  it  is  true  that  we  do  not  know  anything 
about  what  we  have  here  l>een  pleading  hypothe- 
tically  against  our  opponents,  and  that  we  onrsil. .  :- 
do  not  even  seriously  maintain  it,  it  being  simply  an 
idea  invented  for  BeLMefbnoe  and  not  even  an  idea  of 
reason,  yet  we  are  act  in  ughout  quite  rationally. 

In  answer  to  our  opponent  who  imagines  that  he 
has  exhausted  all  possibilities,  and  who  wrongly  re- 
presents the  absence  of  empirical  conditions  as  a 
proof  of  the  total  impossibility  of  our  own  belief,  we 
are  simply  showing  him  that  he  em.  1.  ,  l.v  mere 

laws  of  experience,  comprehend  the  whole  field  of  pos- 
sible  things  by  themselves  than  we  are  able,  oats  to 
of  experience,  to  establish  anything  for  our  reason 
on  a  really  secure  foundation.  Because  we  bring 
forward  such  hypothetical  defences  against  the  pre- 
tentions of  OUT  boldly  dt-nying  opponent,  we  [p.  781] 
must  not  be  supposed  to  have  adopted  those  opi- 
nions as  our  own.  We  abandon  them  so  soon  as  we 
have  disposed  of  the  dogmatical  conceit  of  our  op- 
ponent. It  seems  no  doubt  very  modest  and  moder- 
ate to  maintain  a  simply  negative  positiou  with 
regard  to  the  assertions  of  other  people  ;  but  to 
attempt  to  represent  objections  as  proofs  of  the 
opposite  opinion  is  quite  as  arrogant  as  to  assume 
the  1  of  the  affirming  party  and  its  opinions. 

It  is  efisy  to  see,  therefore,  that  in  the  speculative 
employment  of  reason  hypotheses  are  of  no  vnluc 
by  themselves,  but    n  nly,  as    opposed    to 

the  transcendent  pretensions  of  the  opposite  pal 
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For  to  extend  the  principles  of  possible  experience 
to  the  possibility   of  things  in  general   is  quite    as 
trail* •..■nil. .Mit  as  to  ascribe  objective  reality   to  con- 
cepts which  cannot  have  an  object  except    our 
the  limits  of  all  peagihlfl  experience.     The  assertory 
judgments   of  pure    reason    must    (like    everything 
known  by  reason)  be  either  necessary  or  nothing  at 
all.    Reason,  in  fact,  knowH  ol'  no  opinions.    The  hypo- 
theses, however,  which  wa   have  just  been  dis^u.-sing 
are  problematical   judgments    only,  which,    though 
they  cannot  be  refuted,  can  neither  be  proved  by 
anything.     They  are  nothiug  but  private1     [p.  782] 
.  opinions,  but  (for  our  own  satisfaction)  we  cannot  well 
do  without  them  to  counteract  misgivings  that  may 
ease  in  our  minds.     In  this  character  thc\    sin  mid 
be   maintained,  but  we  must  take  great  care  lees 
they  should   assume    independent   authority  and    a 
certain  absolute  validity,  and  drown  our  rooflOa  be- 
neath fictions  and  phantoms. 


THE  DISCIPLINE  OF  PURE  REASON. 

Section  IV. 
The  discipline  of  Pure  Reason  with  regard  i 

What  distinguishes  the  proofs  of  transcendental 
and  synthetical  propositions  from  all  other  proofs  of 
a  synthetical  knowledge  «  priori  is  this,  that  reason 
is  not  allowed  here  to  apply  itself  directly  to  an 
object  through  its  concepts,  but  has  first  to  prove 
the  objective  validity  of  those  concepts  and  the  pos- 

1  Read  mini  in»Uwl  of  kcim. 
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sibility  of  their  synthesis  a  priori.  This  rule  is 
not  suggested  by  prudence  only,  but  refers  to  the 
very  nature  and  the  possibility  of  such  proofs.  If 
I  am  to  go  beyond  the  concept  of  an  object  a  }>ri 
this  is  impossible  without  some  special  guidam  • 
coming  to  me  from  without  that  concept.  In  mathe- 
matics it  18  intuition  a  ,  nhioh  thus  guides 
my  synthesis,  so  that  all  our  conclusions  may  be 
drawn  immediately  from  pure  intuition.  In  [p.  783] 
transcendental  knowledge  the  same  guidance,  so  long 
as  we  are  dealing  with  concepts  of  the  understanding 
only,  is  to  be  found  in  possible  experience.  For  here 
the  proof  does  not  show  that  the  given  concept  (for 
instance,  the  concept  of  that  which  happens)  ha  1 
directly  to  another  concept  (that  of  a  cause).  This 
would  \m  a  saltus  which  nothing  could  justify.  What 
our  proof  really  shows  is,  that  experience  itself  and 
therefore  the  object  of  experience  would  be  imp 

sible  without  such  a  (causal)  connection.  The  pro- if, 
therefore,  had  at  the  same  time  to  indicate  tho  pos- 
sibility of  arriving  synthetically  and  «  priori  at  a 
certain  knowledge  of  things  which  was  not  contain  I 
in  our  concept  of  them.     Unless  ml  to  this 

point,  our  proofs,  like  streams  which  have  broken  their 
banks,  run  wildly  across  the  I  i.ciwer  the  in- 

clination of  some  hidden  association  may  chance  to 
lead  them.  The  semblance  of  a  conviction,  bawd  on 
subjective  causes  of  association  and  mistaken  for  the 
perception  of  a  natural  aflinity.  cannot  balance  the 
misgivings  which  are  justh  IVlHQd  ''\  such  Iwld 
proceedings.  Hence  all  attempts  at  proving  the 
principle  of  sufficient  reason  have,  according  to  the 
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universal  admission  of  all  competent  judges,  been 
v:iin  ;  ami  before  the  appearance  of  transcendental 
criticism  it  was  thouglit  letter,  as  tliat  principle 
could  never  be  surrendered,  t.i  make  a  sturdy  appeal 
to  tlie  common  sense  of  mankind  (an  expe-  [p.  784] 
du-nt  which  always  shows  that  the  cause  of  reason 
is  desperate)  than  to  attempt  new  dogmatical  proofs 
of  it. 

But,  if  the   proposition  that  has  to  be  proved 

;;  .mhi  1  lion  r>f  pun  reason,  and  if  I  even  intend 
by  moans  of  pure  ideas  to  go  beyond  my  empirical 
concepts,  it  would  be  all  the  more  necessary  that  the 
proof  should  contain  the  justification  of  such  a  step 
of  synthesis  (if  it  were  possible)  as  a  necessary  con- 
dition of  its  own  validity.  The  so-called  proof  of  the 
simple  nature  of  our  thinking  substance  (soul),  de- 
rived from  the  unity  of  apperception,  seems  very 
plausible  ;  but  it  is  confronted  by  an  inevitable 
difficulty,  because,  as  the  absolute  unity  is  not  a 
cuueept  that  can  be  immediately  referred  to  a  per- 
ception, but,  as  an  idea,  can  only  be  inferred,  it  is 
difficult  to  understand  how  the  mere  consciousness 
which  is,  or  at  least  may  be,  contained  in  all  thought, 
though  it  may  be  so  far  a  simple  representation,  can 
lead  me  on  to  the  consciousness  and  the  knowledge 
of  a  thing,  in  which  thought  alone  is  contained.  For 
if  I  represent  to  myself  the  power  of  my  body, 
as  in  motion,  it  is  then  to  me  an  absolute  unity, 
and  my  representation  of  it  is  a  simple  one.  I  can, 
therefore,  very  well  express  this  representation  by 
the  motion  of  a  point;  because  the  volume  of  the 
body  is  here  of  no  consequence,  and  can,  without 
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any  diminution  of  its  power,  be  conceived  as  small 
as  one  likes,  and,  therefore,  even  us  existing  in  one 
point.    But  I  should  never  conclude  from  this  [p.  785] 
that,    if  nothing   is  given  to  me   hut   the   motive 
power    of   a    body,    that    body   can    be    conceived 
as  a  simple  substance,  because  its  representation  is 
independent    of   the    quantity    of    it«    volume,    ami. 
therefore,  simple.    I  thus  detect  a  paralogism,  because 
ilir   .simple    i->    the   ahstract    is   t"tall\    dxflfan  u\    fan 
the  simple  as  an  object,  and  the  ego  which,  conceived 
in    the    abstract,    contains    nothing    manifold,    can, 
as  an    ohjeet.,  when   signifying   the  soul,  become  a 
very  complex   concept,  comprehending  :ind   implying 
many  things.     In  order  to  be  prepared  for  such  a 
paralogism    (for   unless  we  suspected   it,  the    pcoof 
might  excite   no  suspicion),   it    is  absolutely  neces- 
sary to  bo  always  in  possession  of  a  criterion  of  such 
synthetical  propositions,  which  are  meant  to  prove 
more  than  experience  can  ever  supply.    This  criterion 
consists  in  our  demanding  that  the  proof  should  not 
be  carried  directly  to  the  predicate  in  question,  but 
that,  first,  the  principle  of  the  possibility  of  expand- 
ing   our    given    concept    a   priori    into    ideas    and 
realising  them,  should  be  established.     If  we  always 
exercised    this   canti>.n,   and,   hefore   attempting   any 
such    proof,  wisely  considered   ourselves,  how,   and 
nth  what   decree  of  contideuce,  we  might  expect 
such  an  expansion   through  pure  reason,  and  whence 
we    might    take,    in    such    cases,    knowledge    which 
cannot  be  evolved  from  concepts  nor  anti-     [p.  786] 
cipated  with  reference  to  possible  experien  ght 

spare  ourselves  many  difficult,  and  yet  fruitless  •  at 
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deftvonra,  by  not  aeking  «>('  reason  what   evidently 
is  beyond  its  power,  or  rather,  by  subjecting  reason, 
which  when  once  under  the  influence  of  this  pas 
for  speculative  conquest,  is  not  easily  checked,  to  a 

thorough  discipline  of  moderation. 

The  tirst  rule,  therefore,  is  to  attempt  no  tran- 
scendental proofs  lief,  in  having  first  con  ilered  from 
when  .hould  take  the  principles  on  which    81 

proofs  are  to  be  based,  and  hy  what  ri<jht  we  may 
expect  our  conclusions  to  be  successful.     If  they 
principles   of    the    understanding    (for    instance    of 
■ality),  it  is  useless  to  attempt  to  an  ive,  by  means 
of  them,  at  ideas  of  pure  reason  ;  because  they  are 
valid  only  with  regard  to  objects  of  experience.      If 
they  are   principles  of  pure  reason,  it   is  again  labour 
lost)  because,  though  reason  possesses  such  principles, 
they  are  all,  as  objective  principles,  dialectical  and 
cannot  be  valid,  except   perhaps  as  regulative  prin- 
ciples,   applied    to    our    systematically  coherent    ex- 
perience.    If  such  so-called  proofs  exist  already,  we 

ought  to  meet  their  deceptive  pleadings  with  the 
non  liquet  of  a  mature  judgment ;  and  although  we 
may  be  unable  to  expose  their  sophisms,  [p.  787] 
we  have  a  perfect  right  to  demand  a  deduction  of 
the  principles  employed,  which,  if  these  principles 
are  to  have  their  origin  in  reason  alone,  will  never 
be  forthcoming.  You  may  thus  dispense  with  the 
an.iKsi.s  and  refutation  of  every  one  of  these  sophisms, 
and  dispose  in  a  lump  of  the  endless  fallacies  of 
Dialectic,  hy  appealing  to  the  triliini.il  of  ■ 
reason,  which  insist.-  . m  laws. 

The  second  peculiarity  of  transcendental  proofs  is 
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this,  that  for  every  transcendental  proposition  urn  proof 
•  can  Ik-  found.  If"  I  have  to  draw  conclusions, 
not  from  concepts,  but  from  the  intuition  which  cor- 
responds to  a  concept,  whctlur  it  I  it-  pure  intuition, 
as  iu  mathematics,  or  empirical,  as  in  physical  science, 
the  intuition  on  which  my  conclusions  are  to  rest 
supplies  me  with  manifold  material  for  synthetical 
propositions,  which  I  may  connect  in  more  than  one 
way,  so  that,  by  starting  from  different  points,  I 
can  arrive  at  the  same  conclusion  by  different 
I  <atli8. 

Every  transcendental  proposition,  on  the  contrary, 
starts  from  one  concept  only,  anil  predicates  the  syn- 
thetical condition  of  the  possibility  of  the  object)  ac- 
cording to  that  concept.  There  can  therefore  be  but 
one  proof  liecause  beside  that  concept  there  is  nothing 
else  whereby  tint  object  could  be  determined,  [p-788] 
The  proof  therefore  can  contain  nothing  more  but 
the  determination  of  an  object  in  general  according 
to  that  concept,  which  is  itself  one  i.nly.  Fn  the 
transcendental  Analytic,  for  instance,  we  had  deduce.  I 
the  principle,  that  everything  which  happens  lias  a 
cause,  from  the  single  condition  ..f  the  objective  |»o6- 
sibility  of  the  COnOSpt  of  an  event  in  general,  m.meh  . 
that  the  determination  of  any  event  in  time,  and  there- 
fore ■  if  this  event  also,  as  belonging  to  experience, 
would  lie  impossible,  unless  it  were  subject  to  such  a 
dynamical  rule.  This  is  therefore  the  only  possible 
proof;  for  the  event  which  we  represent  to  our- 
selves, has  objective  validity,  that  is,  truth,  on  this 
condition  only,  that  an  object  is  determined  as  be- 
longing  to   that   concept,    by  means  of  the  law  of 
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causality.     It  is  true  that  other  arguments  in 
port  of   this    pi  :i    have    been  attempted, 

.■•in-  derived  from  contingency;  bat  it*  thai 
argument  is  examined  more  carefully,  we  can    dis- 
cover no  characteristic  sign  of  contingency,   except 
tfal     /..i/.  n  nitty,    that     is,    existed  r     preceded     by    the 
non-existence  . .1"  the  object,  which  leads  us  back    i  > 
the  same  argument  as  before.    If  the  proposition  has 
to  be  proved  that  everything  which  thinks  is  simple. 
no  attention  is  paid  to  what  is   manifold   in   thought, 
and  the  concept  of  the  ego  only  is  kept  in   view, 
which    is    simple,  and  to  which  all  thinking   is  re- 
ferred.   The  same  applies  to  the  transcendental  proof 
of  the  existence  of  God,  which   rest-   entirely  on    t 
reciprocability  of  the  two  concepts  of  a  most     [p.  789] 
real  and  a  necessary  Being,  and  cannot  be   found 
anywhere  else. 

By  this  oration  the  criticism  of  the  assertions  of 
reason  is  much  simplified.  Wherever  reason  operates 
with  concepts  only,  only  one  proof  is  possible,  if  a- 
If  therefore  we  see  the  dogmatist  advance  with  his 
ten  proofs,  we  may  be  sure  that  he  has  none.  For 
if  he  bad  one  which  (as  it  ought  to  be  in  all  1 
of  pure  reason)  had  apodictic  power,  what  need 
would  he  have  of  others  !  Hi-,  object  can  only  be 
the  same  as  that  of  the  parliamentary  lawyer  who 
has  one  argument  for  one  person,  and  another  for 
another.  He  wants  to  take  advantage  of  the  weak- 
ness of  the  judges,  who,  without  enquiring  man 
deeply,  and  in  order  to  get  away  as  soon  as  poesil' 
lay  hold  of  the  first  argument  that  catches  their 
attention,  and  decide  accordingly. 
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Tlie  third  peculiar  rulr  .  I  pure  reason,  if  it  is  once 
subjected  to  a  proper  discipline  with  regard  txi  tran- 
scendeDtal  proofs,  is  this,  that  such  proofs  must 
never  be  apagocfical  or  circumstantial,  but  always 
otttensive  or  direct.  The  direct  or  ostensive  proof 
combines,  with  regard  to  every  kind  of  knowledge. 
a  conviction  of  its  truth  with  an  insight  into  its 
BOUrres ;  the  apagogical  |UQO£  ""  ''""  OOtttBUy, 
though  it  may  produce  certainty,  cannot  help  us 
to  comprehend  the  truth  in  its  connection  with  the 
grounds  of  its  possibility.  It  is  therefore  a  [p.  790] 
mere  expedient,  and  cannot  satisfy  all  the  require- 
ments of  reason.  The  apagogical  proofs  have,  how- 
ever, this  advantage  with  regard  to  their  evidence 
over  direct  proofs,  that  contradiction  always  carries 
with  it  more  clearness  in  the  representation  than  the 
best  combination,  and  thus  approaches  more  to  the 
intuitional  character  of  a  demonstration. 

The  real  090800  whl  toagpgkia]  proofs  :-v  BO  n.tirli 
employed  in  different  sciences,  seems  to  be  this.  If 
the  grounds  from  which  some  knowledge  is  to  be 
derived  are  too  numerous  or  too  deeply  hidden,  one 
tries  whether  they  may  not  be  reached  through  their 
ronscqueneaB.  Now  it  is  quite  true  that  this  noStU 
ponrns,  that  is,  this  inferring  of  the  truth  of  some 
knowledge  from  the  truth  of  its  consequences,  is  only 
permitted,  if  all  possible  consequences  flowing  from 
it  are  true.  In  that  case  they  have  only  one  possible 
ground,  which  therefore  is  also  tho  true  one.  This 
procedure,  however,  is  impracticable,  because  to  dis- 
cover all  possible  consequences  of  any  given  propo- 
sition exceeds  our  powers.    Nevertheless,  this  mode 
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of  arguing  is  employed,  though  under  a  certain  indul- 
gence, whenever  Home-thing  is  to  he  established   ; 
li\  potheau  only,  in  wliich  ease  a  conclusion,  accordine; 
to  analogy,  is  admitted,  namely,  that  if  as  man 
sequences  as  one  has  tested  agree  with  an  assumed 
ground,  all  often  will  also  agree  with  it.     To  change 
in  this  way  a  hypothesis  into  a  demonstrated     [p.  791] 
truth,  is  clearly  impossible.     The    modus  lolhn*  of 
reasoning,  from  consoquonoee  to  their  grounds,  is  not 
onl_\  perfectly  strict,  but  also  extremely  easy.     For 
if  one  single  false  consequence   only  can  be  drawn 
from  a  proposition,  tli.it  proposition  is  wrong.     In- 
stead,   therefore,    of    examining,    for   the    sake    of 
an  ostensive  proof,  the  whole  series  of  grounds  that 
may  lead  us  to  the  truth  of  a  cognition  by  means  of 
a  perfect  insight  into  its  possibility,  we  have  <>nh 
prove  that   one  single   consequence,   resulting    from 
the  opposite,  is  false,  in  order  to  show  that  the  oppo- 
site itself  is  false,  and  therefore  the  cognition,  which 
we  had  to  prove,  true. 

This  apagogical  method  of  proof,  however,  is  ad- 
missible in  those  sciences  only  where  it  is  impossible 
to  foist  the  subjective  elements  of  our  representations 
into  the  place  of  what  is  objective,  namely,  tin-  know- 
ledge of  that  which  exists  in  the  object  When  this 
is  not  impossible,  it  must  often  happen  that  tho 
Opposite  of  any  proposition  contradicts  the  subjective 
conditions  of  thought  only,  but  not  the  itself, 

or,  that  both  propositions  contradict  each  other 
under  a  subjective  condition,  which  is  mistaken  as 
objective,  so  that,  as  the  condition  is  false,  botli  may 
be    false,  without  our    being  justified    in    inferring 
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the  truth  of  the    one   from   the  falseness  of   the 
other. 

In  mathematics  such  subreptions  are  im-  [p.  793] 
possible;  and  it  is  true.  therefore,  that  theapagogieal 
proof  lias  its  true  place  there.  •  In  natural  science,  in 
which  everything  is  baaed  on  empirical  intuitions,  that 
kind  of  subreption  can  generally  be  guarded  against  by 
a  repeated  comparison  of  observations ;  but  even  thus, 
this  mode  of  proof  is  of  little  value  there.  The  tran- 
scendental endeavours  of  pure  reason,  however,  are 
all  made  within  the  very  sphere  of  dialectical  illusion, 
where  what  is  subjective  presents  itself,  nay,  forces 
itself  upon  reason  in  its  premisses  as  objective.  Here, 
therefore,  it  can  never  be  allowed,  with  reference  to 
synthetical  propositions,  to  justify  one's  assertions  by 
refuting  their  opposite.  For,  either  this  refutation 
may  bo  nothing  but  the  mere  representation  of  the 
conflict  of  the  opposite  opiuion  with  the  subjective 
conditions  under  which  our  reason  can  comprehend  it. 
and  this  would  be  of  no  avail  for  rejecting  tbo  pro- 
position itself, — (thus  we  see,  for  instance,  that  the 
unconditioned  necessity  of  the  existence  of  a  Being 

cannot  possibly  be  comprehended  by  us.  which  *ub- 
jectivehj  bars  every  speculative  proof  of  a  necessary 
.Supreme  Being,  but  by  no  means,  the  possibility  of 
such  a  Being  by  Utelf ) — or,  on  the  other  hand,  it  may 
l>e  that  both  the  affirmative  and  the  negative  party 
have   I  I   by   the   transcendental    illusion, 

and  base  their  arguments  on  an  impossible  concept  of 
an  object.     In  that  case  the  rule  applies,  non    [p.  793] 
entis   nulla  sunt    prttdicata,  that    is,  everything  lli   1 
has  been  assorted  with  regard  to  an  object,  whether 
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affirmatively  or  negatively,  is  wrong,  and  we  cannot 
therefore  arrive  apagogically  at  the  knowledge  rut'  truth 
by  the  refutation  of  its  opposite.  If,  for  exutnpl- -,  .■ 
assume  that  the  w«  >rl.l  of  sense  is  given  by  itself  in  its 
totality,  it  is  wrong  to  conclude  that  it  must  be  either 
infinite  in  space,  or  finite  and  limited;  for  either  is 
wrong,  because  phenomena  (as  mere  representations) 
which  nevertheless  are  to  be  things  by  themselves  (as 
objects)  are  sunn-thing  impossible,  and  the  infinitude 
of  dllG  imaginary  whole,  though  it,  might  In-  niii-  i. 
.lition..l.  would  (because  everything  in  pheQOOaeBB  is 
conditioned)  contradict  that  very  unconditioned  quan- 
tity which  is  presupposed  in  its  concept. 

The  apagogical  mode  of  proof  is  also  the  blind  by 
which  the  admirers  of  our  dogmatical  philosophy 
have  always  been  deceived.  It  may  be  compared  to  a 
prizefighter  who  is  willing  to  prove  the  honour  and 
the  incontestable  rights  of  his  adopted  party  by  offer- 
ing battle  to  all  and  every  one  who  should  dare  to 
doubt  them.  Such  brawling,  however,  settles  nothing, 
but  only  shows  the  respective  strength  of  the  two 
parties,  and  even  this  on  the  part  of  those  only  who 
take  the  offensive.  The  spectators,  seeing  that  [p-794] 
each  party  is  alternately  conqueror  and  conquered,  are 
often  led  to  regard  the  very  object  of  the  dispute 
with  a  certain  amount  of  scepticism.  In  this,  bow- 
ever,  they  are  wrong,  and  it  is  sufficient  to  remind 
them  of  non  defensoribus  istis  tempos  eget.  It  is 
absolutely  necessary  that  every  one  should  plead  his 
cause  directly  by  means  of  a  legitimate  proof  based 
on  a  transcendental  deduction  of  the  grounds  of  proof. 
Thus  only  can  we  see  what  he  may  have  to  say  himself 
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in  favour  of  his  own  claims  of  reason.  If  his  opponent 
relies  on  subjective  grounds  only,  it  is  easy,  no  doubt, 
to  refute  him;  but  this  does  not  benefit  the  dogmatist, 
who  generally  depends  quite  as  much  on  the  sub- 
jective grounds  of  his  judgment,  and  can  be  quite  as 
easily  driven  into  a  corner  by  his  opponent.  If,  on 
the  contrary,  both  parties  employ  only  the  direct 
mode  of  proof,  they  will  either  themselves  perceive 
the  difficulty,  nay,  the  impossibility  of  finding  any 
title  for  their  assertions,  and  appeal  in  the  end  to 
prescription  only,  or,  our  criticism  will  easily  discover 
the  dogmatical  illusion,  and  compel  pure  reason  to  sur- 
render its  exaggerated  pretensions  in  the  sphere  of 
speculative  thought,  and  to  retreat  within  the  limits 
of  its  own  domain, — that  of  praotical  principles. 


METHOD    OF  TRANSCENDENTALISM. 

O  795] 

CHAPTER  II. 


THE  CANON  OF  TUBE  REASON. 

It  is  humiliating,  no  doubt,  for  human  reason  that 
it  cnu  achieve  nothing  by  itself,  nay,  that  it  stands 
in  need  of  :i  discipline  to  check  its  vagaries,  and  to 
guard  against  the  illusions  iirising  from  them.  But, 
on  the  other  hand,  it  elevates  reason  and  gives  it 
self-confide! i' »  .  bbat  it  can  and  must  exercise  that 
discipline  itself,  and  allows  no  censorship  to  any  one 
else.  The  bounds,  moreover,  which  it  is  obliged  to 
set  to  its  own  speculative  use  check  at  the  same 
time  the  sophistical  pretensions  of  all  its  opponents, 
and  thus  secure  everything  that  remains  of  its  former 
exaggerated  pretensions  agaiust  every  possible  attack. 
The  greatest  and  perhaps  the  only  advantage  of  all 
philosophy  of  pure  reason  seems  therefore  to  be 
negative  only  ;  because  it  serves,  not  as  an  organon 
for  the  extension,  but  as  a  discipline  for  the  limitation 
of  its  domain,  and  instead  of  discovering  truth,  it 
only  claims  the  modest  merit  of  preventing  error. 

Nevertheless,  there  must  be  somewhere  a  source  of 
positive  cognitions  which  belong  to  the  domain  of 
pure  reason,  and  which  perhaps,  owing  to  some  mis- 
understanding only,  may  lead  to  error,  while     [p.  796] 
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they  form  iu  reality  the  true  goal  of  all  the  efforts  of 
reason.  How  else  could  we  account  for  that  iuux- 
tinguishable  desire  to  gain  a  footing  by  any  means 
somewhere  beyond  the  limits  of  experience  1  Reason 
has  a  presentiment  of  objects  which  possess  a  great 
interest  for  it.  It  enterR  upon  the  path  of  pure 
speculation  in  order  to  approach  them,  but  they  fly 
before  it.  May  we  not  suppose  that  on  the  only 
path  which  is  still  open  to  it,  namely,  .that  of  its 
practical  employments,  reason  may  hope  to  meet  with 
better  success '( 

I  understand  by  a  canon  a  system  of  principlat 
a  priori  for  the  proper  employment  of  end 
faculties  of  knowledge  in  genera).  Thus  general 
logic  in  its  analytical  jK>rtion,  is  a  canon  for  tin 
understanding  and  reason  in  general,  but  only  so 
far  as  the  form  is  concerned,  for  it  takes  no  account 
of  any  contents.  Thus  we  saw  that  the  transcen- 
dental analytic  is  the  canon  of  the  pure  Htm' 
standing,  and  that  it  alone  is  capable  . . t  true  syn- 
thetical knowledge  a  priori.  When  no  correct  use 
of  a  faculty  of  knowledge  is  possible,  there  is  no 
canon,  and  as  all  synthetical  knowledge  of  pure 
reason  in  its  speculative  employment  is,  according 
to  all  that  has  been  hitherto  said,  totally  impossible. 
tlnTe  exists  no  canon  of  the  speculative  employ- 
ment of  reason  (for  that  employment  is  entirely 
dialectical),  but  all  transcendental  logic  is,  in  this 
respect,  disciplinary  Only.  Consequently,  if  [p.  797] 
there  exists  any  correct  use  of  pure  reason  at  all. 
and,  tin  1 1  I..,,-  .1  ,  anuii  relating  to  its  that  canon 
will  refer  not  to  the  speculative,  but  to  the  practical 
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KM   nf   reason,   which    we  shall    now    proceed    to    in- 
vestigate. 


THE  CANON  OF  PURE  REASON. 

KlItsT    S,:i  rniN. 

Of  the  ulHmaU    Mm  of  the  pure  use  of  our  Reason. 

Reason  is  impelled  by  a  tendency  of  its  nature 
to  go  beyond  the  field  of  experience,  and  to  venture 
iii  its  pun-  employment.  :mil  by  means  of  mere  ideas 
to  the  utmost  limits  of  all  knowledge ;  nay,  it  fiuds 
no  rest  until  it  has  fulfilled  its  course  and  establisl 
an  independent  and  systematic  whole  of  all  know- 
ledge. The  question  is,  whether  this  endeavour  rests 
on  the  speculative,  or  rather,  exclusively  on  the 
practical  interests  of  reason? 

I  shall  say  nothing  at  present  of  the  success 
which  has  attended  pure  reason  in  its  speculative 
endeavours,  and  only  : i s k  which  are  the  or,  .Men,.--. 
the  solution  of  which  forms  its  ultimate  aim 
(whether  that  object  be  really  reached  or  not),  and 
in  relation  to  which  all  other  problems  are  only 
means  to  an  end.  These  highest  aims  must,  again, 
according  to  the  nature  of  reason,  possess  a  [p.  798] 
certain  unity  in  order  to  advance  by  their  union 
that  interest  of  humanity  which  is  second  to  no 
other. 

The  highest  aim  to  which  the  speculation  of 
reason  in  its  transcendental  employment  is  directed 
comprehends  three  objects :  the  freedom  of  the  will, 
the   immortality  of  the  soul,  and  the  existence  of 
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God.  The  purely  speculative  interest  of  reason  in 
ever}'  one  of  these  three  questions  is  very  small, 
and.  lor  its  sake  alone,  this  fatiguing  and  ceaseless 
labour  of  transcendental  investigation  would  hardly 
have  been  undertaken,  because  whatever  diseove: 
m;.\  bo  made,  they  could  never  be  used  in  a  way 
that  would  be  advantageous  in  concreto,  that  is,  in 
the  investigation  of  nature. 

Our  will  may  be  free,  but  this  would  only  refer  to 
the  intelligible  cause  of  our  volition.  With  regard  to 
the  phenomena  in  which  that  will  manifests  itself, 
that  is,  our  actions,  we  have  to  account  for  them 

dfalg  to  an  inviolable  maxim  without  which  reason 
could  not  be  employed  for  empirical  puq>oses  at  all), 
in  no  other  way  than  for  all  other  phenomena  of 
nature,  that  is  according  to  her  uwliangeable  laws 

Secondly,  the  spiritual  nature  of  the  soul,  and 
with  it  its  immortality,  may  be  understood  by  us, 
yet  we  could  not  base  upon  this  any  explanation, 
either  with  regard  t.>  the  phenomena  of  this  [p.  799] 
lite,  or  Hie  peculiar  nature  of  a  future  state.  1k.- 
•  ur  eoueept  of  an  incorporeal  BfttUH  ifl  pnivK 
negative  and  does  not  expand  our  knowledge  in 
the  least,  QOd  -Iocs  it  offer  any  tit  material  for  draw 
consequences,  except  such  as  are  purely  fictitious, 
and  could  never  be  countenanced  by  philosophy. 

Thirdly,  even  admitting  that  the  .  xistence  of  a 
highest  intelligence  liad  been  proved,  we  might,  no 
doubt,  use  it  in  order  to  make  the  design  in  the 
constitution  of  the  world  and  its  order  in  general 
intelligible,  but  we  should  never  l>e  justified  in 
deriving    from    it    any    particular    arrangement,    or 
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disposition,  or  is  boldly  inferring  it  where  it  can- 
not Ik-  perceived.  For  it  is  a  necessary  rule  for  the 
Speculative  employment  of  reason,  never  to  pass  by 
natural  can.-..  %  and,  abandoning  what  we  may  learn 
from  experience,  to  derive  something  which  we 
know,  from  something  which  entirely  transcends  all 
our  knowledge. 

In  one  word,  these  three  propositions  remain 
always  transcendent  for  speculative  reason,  and 
admit  of  no  immanent  employment,  that  is,  an 
employment  admissible  for  objects  of  experience,  and 
tin' re  (ore  of  some  real  utility  to  ourselves,  but  are 
by  themselves  entirely  value-lets  and  yet.  extremely 
difficult  exertions  of  our  reason. 

If,  therefore,  these  three  cardinal  propositions  are 
of  no  use  to  us.  so  far  as  knoioleige  is  concerned, 
and  are  yet  BO  strongly  recommended  to  us  by  our 
reason,  their  true  value  will  probably  be  [p.  800] 
Connected  with  our  practical  interests  only. 

1  call  practical  whatever  is  possible  through  free- 
dom. When  the  conditions  of  the  exercise  of  our 
In  1 -will  are  e in pirica Unreason  can  have  no  other 
but  a  regulative  use,  serving  only  to  bring  abool  I 
unity  of  empirical  laws.  Thus,  for  instance,  in  the 
teaching  of  prndence,  the  whole  business  of  reason 
consists  in  concentrating  all  the  objects  of  our  desires 
in  one.  namely,  happiness,  and  in  co-ordinating  the 
means  for  obtaining  it.  Reason,  therefore,  can  give 
us  none  but  pragmatic  laws  of  free  action  for  the 
attainment  of  the  objects  recommended  to  us  by  the 
senses,  and  never  pure  laws,  determined  entirely  a 
priori.    Pure  practical  laws,  on  the  contrary,  the  object 
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of  which  is  given  by  reason  entirely  a  priori,  and 
which  convey  commands,  not  under  empirical  con- 
ditions, hut  absolutely,  would  he  products  of  pure 
reason.  Such  are  the  mural  laws,  and  these  alone, 
therefore,  belong  to  the  sphere  of  the  practical  use 
of  reason,  and  admit  of  a  .-anon. 

All  tin'  preparations  of  reason,  therefore,  in  what 
may  be  railed  pure  philosophy,  are  in  reality  directed 
to  those  three  problems  only.  These  themselves, 
however,  have  u  still  further  object,  namely,  to  know 
what  ought  to  fa  <hme,  if  the  will  is  free,  if  there  is  a 
God,  and  if  there  is  a  future  world.  As  this  concerns 
our  actions  with  reference  to  the  highest  [p.  801] 
aim  of  life,  we  see  that  the  last  intention  of  nature 
in  her  wise  provision  was  really,  in  the  constitution 
ut'  mir  reason,  directed  to  moral  interests  only. 

We  must  be  careful,  however,  lest,  as  we  are  now 
considering  a  subject  which  i8  foreign  to  transcen- 
dental philosophy',  we  should  loBe  ourselves  in 
ej  isodes,  and  injure  the  mrity  of  tin-  system,  while 
on  the  other  side,  if  we  say  too  little  of  this  new 
matter,  there  might  be  a  lack  of  clearness  and  per- 
suasion. I  hope  to  avoid  both  dangers  by  keeping 
as  close  as  possible  to  what  is  transcendental,  aud  by 
leaving  entirely  aside  what  may   be  |  -v -hological. 

that  is,  empirical  in  it. 

'  All  practical  couorpta  nflaU  to  OifcJNto  at  ptauaro  or  dis- 
pleasure, that  U,  of  joy  or  pnin,  ond,  Uirrcfore,  ut  least  Indirectly. 
to  objects  of  our  fra-lingy.  But,  an  feeling  i»  not  u  fucult;. 
representing  thing*,  bat  ll«  oatndfl  the  whole  field  of  our  powers 
of  cognitiou,  the  elements  of  our  judgment*,  M>  far  as  they  relatr  to 
pleasure  or  pain,  that  ir,  the  clement*  of  practical  judgment*,  do 
not  Ix-lung  to  tmn«cctid«nUl  philosophy,  which  i«  concerned  ex- 
cJnrively  with  pure  cognition*  a  j/riori. 
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I  have,  therefore,  first  to  remark  that  for  the  present 
I  shall  use  the  concept  of  freedom  in  its  practical 
meaning  only,  taking  no  account  of  the  other  con- 
cept of  freedom  in  its  transcendental  meaning,  which 
cannot  be  presupposed  empirically  as  an  expluna. 
of  phenomena,  but,  is  itself  a  problem  of  [p.  802] 
reason  and  has  been  disposed  of  before.  A  will  is 
purely  animal  (urbitriiun  I. rut  inn)  when  it  is  deter- 
mined by  nothing  but  senSDOtU  impulses,  that  is, 
jHithnlmi'h-iilly.  A  will,  on  the  contrary,  which  is 
independent  of  sensuous  impulses,  and  can  be  deter- 
■  I  therefore  by  motives  presented  by  reason  alone. 
is  called  1.  '  ,<,/,'  1  urbitriiun  liberum).  and  every  - 
thing  connected  with  this,  whether  as  cause  or  effect, 
is  called  practical.  Practical  freedom  can  be  proved 
by  experience.  For  human  will  is  not  determined 
by    that   only   which    excites,   that   is,  immediately 

bote  the  senses;  but  we  possess  the  power  to 
DvexOOOM  the  impressions  made  on  the  faculty  of  our 
sensuous  desires,  by  representing  to  ourselves  what, 
in  a  mure  disUml  v.  ay,  may  be  useful  or  hurtful. 
These  considerations  of  what  is  desirable  with  regard 
to  our  whole  state,  that  is,  of  what  IS  good  and  useful, 
are  based  entirely  on  reason.  Reason,  theref 
gives  laws  which  are  imperatives,  that  is.  objective 
laws  of  freedom,  and  tell  us  what  mitjht  I 
though  perhaps  it  never  does  take  place,  differing 
therein  from  the  laws  of  nature,  which  relate  only 
to  irhut  dom  i,il.r  fine,.  These  laws  of  freedom, 
therefore,  are  called  practical  laws. 

Whether  reason  in  prescribing  these  laws    [\>.  so.y] 
is   not   itself  determined    by   other   influences,   and 
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whether  what,  in  relation  to  sensuous  impulses,  ia 
called  freedom,  may  not,  with  regard  to  higher  and 
m.  1 1  be  causes,  he  nature  again,  does  not  concern 

us  while  engaged  in  these  practical  questions,  and 
v,  liile  demauding  from  reason  nothing  but  the  rule 
of  our  conduct.  It  is  a  purely  speculative  question 
which,  while  wo  are  only  concerned  with  what  we 
ought  or  ought  not  to  do,  may  well  be  left  aside. 
We  know  practical  freedom  by  experience  as  one  of 
the  natural  causes,  namely,  as  a  causality  of  reason 
in  determining  the  will,  while  transcendental  free- 
dom demands  the  independence  of  reason  itself 
(with  reference  to  its  causality  in  beginning  a 
series  of  phenomena  |  from  all  determining  causes 
in  the  world  of  sense,  thus  running  counter,  as  it 
would  seem,  to  the  law  of  nature  and  therefore 
to  all  possible  experience,  and  remaining  a  problem. 
Reason,  however,  in  its  practical  employment  has 
nothing  to  do  with  this  problem,  so  that  there  re- 
main but  two  questions  in  a  canon  of  pure  reason 
wliieh  concern  the  practical  interest  of  pure  reason, 
and  with  regard  to  which  a  cauon  of  their  employ- 
ment must  be  possible,  namely :  Is  there  a  God  1 
Is  there  a  future  life  ?  The  question  of  transcen- 
dental freedom  refers  to  speculative  knowledge  only, 
which  may  be  safely  left  aside  when  we  are  con- 
cerned with  practical  interests.  A  sufficient  [p.  8o«] 
discussion  of  it  may  be  found  in  the  antinomy  of 
pure  reason. 


VOL.  11. 
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Section  II. 

Of  the  ideal  of  the  Summum  Bonum  as  determining 

the  ultitunti   aim  of  Pure  Reason. 

Reason,  in  its  speculative  employment,  conducted 
us  through  the  field  of  experience,  and,  as  it  couJd 
find  no  porfect  satisfaction  there,  from  thence  to 
speculative  ideas  which,  however,  in  the  end  con- 
ducted us  hack  again  t"  experience,  and  thus  ful- 
filled their  purpose  in  a  manner  which,  thou 
um'I'uI,  was  not  nt  all  in  accordance  with  our  expec- 
tation. We  may  now  have  one  more  trial,  namely, 
to  see  whether  pure  reason  may  exist  in  its  practical 
employment,  and  whether  thus  it  may  lead  to  ideas 
which  realise  tlie  highest  aims  of  pure  reason  as 
we  have  just  stated  them,  and  whether  Lherofoxe 
from  the  point  of  view  of  its  practical  interest,  reason 
may  not  be  able  to  grant  us  what  it  entirely  refused 
to  do  With  regard  to  its  speculative  interest. 

The  whole  interest  of  my  reason,  whether  specu- 
lative or  practical,  is  concentrated  in  the  three  fol- 
lowing questions: —  [p.  805] 

1.  What  can  I  know  ? 

2.  What  should  I  do  1 

3.  What  may  I  hope  1 

The  first  question  is  purely  speadative.  We  have, 
as  I  flatter  myself,  exhausted  all  possible  answers, 
and  found,  at  last,  that  with  which  no  doubt  reason 
must  be  satisfied,  and,  except  with  regard  to  the 
practical,  has  just  cause  to  be   satisfied.     Wo  re- 
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mained,  however,  as  far  removed  from  the  two  great 
ends  to  which  the  whole  endeavour  of  pure  reason 
was  really  directed  as  if  we  had  consulted  our  ease 
and  declined  the  whole  task  from  the  very  begin- 
ning. So  far  then  as  knowledge  is  concerned,  eo 
much  is  certain  and  clear  that,  with  regard  to  these 
two  problems,  knowledge  can  never  fall  t>>  out  lot. 

The  second  question  is  purely  practical.  As  such 
it  may  come  within  the  cognisance  of  pure  reason, 
but  is,  even  then,  not  transcendental,  but  moral,  and 
cannot,  consequently,  occupy  our  criticism  by  itself. 

The  third  question,  namely,  what  may  I  hope  for, 
if  I  do  what  I  ought  to  do?  is  at  the  same  time 
practical  and  theoretical,  the  practical  serving  as  a 
guidance  to  the  answer  to  the  theoretical  and.  in 
its  highest  form,  speculative  questions  ;  for  all  hoping 
is  directed  towards  happiness  and  is,  with  regard  to 
practical  interests  and  the  law  of  morality,  the  same 
as  knowing  and  the  law  of  nature,  with  regard  to  tin- 
theoretical  cognition  of  things.  The  former  [p.  806] 
arrives  at  last  at  a  conclusion  that  something  is 
(which  determines  the  last  possible  aim)  because 
something  ought  to  the  latter,  that  some- 

thing is  (which  operates  iis  the  highest  cause)  be- 
cause something  does  ta ' 

Happiness  is  the  satisfaction  of  all  our  desires,  em- 
teneivehf,  in  regard  to  their  manifoldness,  intmtirely, 
in  regard  to  their  degree,  and  protensivrlij,  in  regard 
to  their  duration.  The  practical  law.  derived  from 
the  motive  <>f  hajipinrss,  I  call  pragmatical  (rub- 
prod  but   the  law,    if  there  is  such   a   law, 

which   has   no  other  motive  but  to  deserts  to  be 

Yy  a 
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happy,  I  call  moral  (law  of  morality).  The  former 
advises  us  what  we  have  to  do,  if  we  wish  to  possets 

bappiu  the  latter  dictates  how  we  ought  to  oon- 
duct  ourselves  in  order  to  deserve  happiness.  The 
former  is  founded  on  empirical  principles,  for  F 
i  moot  know,  except  by  exp  irhat  desires 

there  are  which  are  to  bo  satisfied,  nor  what  are  the 
natural  means  of  satisfying  them.    The  second  takes 
no  account  of  desires  and  the  natural  means  of  an  i 
fying  them,  and  regards  only   the    freedom   of  any 
rational  being  and  the  necessary  conditions   under 
which  alone  it  can  harmonise  with  the  distribution  of 
happiness  according  to  principles.     It  can  there! 
be  based  on  mere  ideas  of  pure  reason,  and  koan 
a  priori.     I  assume  that  there  really  exist     [p.  807] 
pure  moral  laws  which   entirely  a  priori  (with 
regard  to  empirical  motives,  that  is,  happiness)  de 
i.Tiriine  the  use  of  the  freedom  of  any  rational  ben 

l».th  with    regard  to  what    has    to    he    done   and  what 

has  not  to  bo  done,  and  that  these  laws  are  im- 

I  era  live  absolutely  (not  hypothetical^  only  on   the 

supposition  of  other  empirical  ends),  and  therefore  in 

every  res]  eet  necessary.      I  feel  justified  in  assaming 

this,  by  appealing,  not-  only  to  the  arguments  of  the 

most  enlightened  moralists,  but  also  to  the  moral 

judgment  of  every  man,  if  he  only  tries  to  conceive 

lOoh  a  law  clearly. 

l'ure  reason,  therefore,  contains  not  indeed  in  its 

■■illative,  yet  in  its  practical,  or,  more  accurately, 

its  moral   employment,  principles  of  the  lily 

of  exptrit  n<--\  namely,  of  such   actions  as   might    bo 

met  with  in  the  history  of  man  according  to  moral 
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precepts.  For  as  reason  commands  that  such  action- 
should  take  place,  they  must  be  possible,  and  a  certain 
kind  of  systematical  unity  also,  namely,  the  moral, 
must  be  poflflible  ;  while  it  was  impossible  to  jWOTi  I  6 
systematical  unity  of  nature  according  to  the  specu- 
lative j  »  of  reason.  For  reason,  no  doubt,  pos- 
sesses causality  with  respect  to  freedom  in  general, 
but  not  with  respect  to  the  whole  of  nature,  and 
moral  principles  of  reason  may  indeed  produce  free 
actions,  but  not  laws  of  nature.  Consequently,  tbe 
principle-;  of  DON  reason  possess  objective  [p.  808] 
reality  in  their  practical  and  more  particularly  in 
their  moral  employment. 

I  call  the  world,  in  so  far  as  it  may  be  in  accord- 
ance with  all  moral  laws  which,  by  virtue  of  the 
freedom  of  rational  beings  it  may,  and  according  to 
the  necessary  laws  of  morality  it  ought  to  be,  a  moral 
world.  As  here  we  take  no  account  of  all  conditions 
(aims)  and  even  of  all  impediments  to  morality  (the 
weakness  or  depravity  of  human  nature),  this  world 
is  conceived  as  an  intelligible  world  only.  It  is, 
Therefore,  so  far  a  mere  idea,  though  a  practical  idea, 
which  can  and  ought  really  to  exercise  its  influe: 

the  sensible  world  in  order  to  bring  it,  as  far  as 
I  ossible,  into  ooofbrmitT  with  that    idea.    The  idea 
of  a  moral  world  has  therefore  l  1-joctive  reality,  Dot 
as    referring   to  an   object  of  intelligible    intuit 
(which  we  cannot  even  conceive),  but  as  refi 
to  the   eoaibk  world,  conceived  as  an  object  oi 
reason  in  its  practical  employment*  and  as  a  1 
mysticum  of  rational  beings  dwelling    in 
as  their  free-will,  placed   under  mor 
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a  thorough  systematical   unity  both  with   i  tee  If  and 
with  the  freedom  <J  ■_-%■■  i \\r,„\ 

The  answer,  therefore,  of  the  first  of  the  t 
questions  of  pure  reason  with  reference  to  practical 
interests,  is  this,  '  do  that  which  wili  render  [p.  809] 
thee  desirciin/  ,/ happiness.'  The  second  question  :usks, 
how  then,  if  I  conduct  myself  so  as  to  he  deserving  of 
happiness,  may  I  hope  thereby  to  obtain  happiness? 
The  answer  to  this  question  depends  on  this,  whether 
the  principles  of  pure  reason  which  a  priori  prescribe 
the  law,  necessarily  also  connect  this  hope  with  it  I 

I  say,  then,  that  just  as  the  moral  principles 
are  necessary  according  to  reason  in  it.s  practical 
employment,  it  is  equally  necessary  according  to 
reason  in  its  theoretic  employment  to  assume  that 
everybody  has  reason  to  hope  to  obtain  happiness  in 
the  same  measure  in  which  he  has  rendered  himself 
deserving  of  it  in  his  condnct ;  and  that,  therefore, 
the  system  of  morality  is  inseparably,  though  only 
in  the  idea  of  pure  reason,  connected  with  that  of 
happiness. 

In  an  intelligible,  that  is,  in  a  moral  world,  in 
conceiving  which  we  take  no  account  of  any  of  the 
impediments  to  morality  (desires,  Sec),  such  a  system, 
in  which  happiness  is  proportioned  to  morality,  may 
even  be  considered  as  neeessary,  because  freedom, 
as  repelled  or  restrained  by  the  moral  law,  is  itself 
the  cause  of  general  happiness,  and  rational  beings 
therefore  themselves,  under  the  guidance  of  such 
principles,  the  authors  of  the  permanent  well-being 
of  themselves,  and  at  the  same  time  of  others.  But 
such  a  system  of  self-rewarding  morality  is  an  [p.  8«o] 
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idea  only,  the  realisation  of  which  depends  on  every- 
body  doing  what  he  ought  to  do,  that  is,  on  all 
actions  of  reasonable  beings  being  so  performed  as 
if  they  sprang  from  one  supreme  will,  comprehending 
within  itself  or  under  itself  all  private  wills.  But, 
as  the  moral  law  remains  binding  upon  everyone 
in  the  use  of  his  freedom,  even  if  others  do  not 
conform  to  that  law,  it  is  impossible  that  either  the 
nature  of  things  in  the  world,  or  the  causality  of  tin- 
actions  themselves,  or  their  relation  to  morality, 
should  determine  in  what  relation  the  consequences 
of  such  actions  should  stand  to  happiness.  If,  then 
fore,  we  take  our  stand  on  nature  only,  the  necessary 
connection  of  a  hope  of  happiness  with  the  unceas- 
ing endeavour  of  rendering  oneself  deserving  of 
happiness,  cannot  be  known  by  reason,  but  can  only 
be  hoped  for,  if  a  highesi  reason,  which  rules  ac- 
cording to  moral  laws,  is  accepted  at  the  same  time 
as  the  cause  of  nature. 

I  call  the  idea  of  such  an  intelligence  in  which 
the  moat  perfect  moral  will,  united  with  the  highest 
blessedness,  is  the  cause  of  all  hapfJiwM  in  the 
world,  so  far  as  it  corresponds  exactly  with  morality, 
that  is,  the  being  worthy  of  happiness,  the  ideal  of  the 
supreme  good.  It  is.  therefore,  in  the  ideal  only  of 
the  supreme  original  good  that  pure  reason  can  find 
the  ground  of  the  practically  necessary  ion 

of  both  elements  of  the  high<  vutivc     [p-»n] 

good,  namely,  of  an  intelligible,  that  is,  moral  world. 
As  we  are  bound  by  reason  to  conceive  ourselves  as 
belonging  necessarily  to  such  a  world,  though  the 
senses  present  us   with   nothing    but  a   world    J 
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phenomena,  we  shall  have  t •<  a -j>t  the  other  w 

as  tin;  result  of  our  conduct  in  this  world  of  sense 
(in  which  we  see  no  such  connection  between  good- 
ness and  hapj.ii  ,.1  therefore  as  to  us  a  future 
world.  Hence  it  follows  that  God  and  a  future  life 
are  two  supposition  which,  according  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  pure  reason,  cannot  he  separated  from  the 

obligation  which  that  very  reason  imposes  on  us. 

Morality,  l.v  itself,  constitutes  a  system,  but  not 
so  happiness,  unless  it  is  distributed  in  exact  pro- 
portion to  morality.  This,  however,  is  possible  in 
an  intelligible  world  only  under  a  wise  author  and 
ruler.  Such  a  ruler,  together  with  life  in  such  I 
world,  which  we  must  consider  SS  future,  reason 
compels  us  to  admit,  unless  all  moral  laws  are  to  be 
considered  as  idle  dreams,  because,  without  that  sup- 
position, the  necessary  consequences,  which  the  same 
on  connects  with  these  laws,  would  be  absent. 
Hence  everybody  looks  upon  moral  laws  as  com- 
mands, which  they  could  not  be  if  they  did  not 
connect  a  priori  adequate  consequences  with  their 
rules,  and  carried  with  them  both  promtMS  and 
tin-cats.  Nor  could  they  do  this  unless  they  rested 
on  a  necessary  Being,  as  the  supreme  good,  [p.  8ia] 
which  alone  can  render  the  unity  of' such  ■  ■ 
possible. 

Leibniz  called  the  world,  if  we  have  regard  only 
to  the  rational  beings  in  it,  and  their  mutual  rela- 
tions accorling  to  moral  laws  and  under  the  govern- 
ment of  the  supreme  good,   the  kingdom  of  grai 
distinguishing  it  from  the  kingdom  of  nature,  in  whi  l 
these  beings,  though  standing  under  moral   laws. 
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expect  no  other  consequences  from  tlieir  conduct 
bat  such  as  follow  according  to  the  course  of  nature 
of  our  sensible  world.  To  view  ourselves  as  belong- 
ing to  the  kingdom  of  grace,  in  win  h  all  happiness 
awaits  us,  except  in  so  far  as  we  have  diminished  our 
share  in  it  through  our  unworthiness  of  being  liappy, 
is  B  practically  necessary  idea  of  reason. 

Practical  laws,  in  so  far  as  they  become  at  the 
same  time  subjective  grounds  of  actions,  that  is, 
subjective  principles,  are  called  maxima.  The  cri- 
firism  of  morality,  witb  regard  to  its  purity  and  its 
results,  takes  place  according  to  ideas,  the  practical 
distrvance  of  its  laws,  according  to  maxims. 

It  is  necessary  that  the  whole  course  of  our  life 
BJhoald  be  subject  to  moral  maxims;  but  this  is 
impossible,  unless  reason  connects  with  the  mural 
law,  which  is  a  mere  idea,  an  efficient  cause,  which 
assigns  to  all  conduct,  in  accordance  with  the 
moral  law,  au  issue  accurately  corresponding  to  our 
highest  aims,  whether  in  this  or  in  another  [p.  813] 
life.  Thus  without  a  God  and  without  a  world,  not 
risible  to  us  now,  but  hoped  for,  the  glorious  ideas 
of  morality  are  indeed  objects  of  applause  and  ad- 
miration, but  not  spring*  of  purpose  and  action, 
because  they  fail  to  fulfil  all  the  aims  which  are 
natural  to  every  rational  being,  and  which  are  de- 
termined a  priori  by  the  same  pure  reason,  and 
therefore  necessary. 

Our  reason  does  by  no  means  consider  happiness 
alone  as  the  perfect  good  \\  don  ool  approve  of 
it  (however  much  inclination  iua\  except 

us  united  with    desert,  that    is,  with  perfect   moral 
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conduct.    Nor  is  morality  alone,  and  with    it   more 
tl,.*i,-t  ->l  being  happy,  the  perfect  giod.     To  make 
it  perfect,  lie  who  has  conducted  himself  as   not  un- 
worthy of  happiness,  must  be  able  to  hope  to  | 
kkapate  in  it.     Even  if  freed  from  all  private  views 
and  interests  reason,  wire  it  to  put  itself  in  the  place 
of  a  being  that  had  to  distribute  all  happiness  to 
others,  could  not  judge  otherwise ;    because    in    the 
practical     idea    both    elements    are   essentially  con- 
nected, though  in  such  a  way  that  our  participat  i 
in    happinees   should   be    rendered   possible    by    the 
moral  ohar&oter  as  a  condition,  and  not  conversely 
the  moral    character    by   the    prospect   of  happiness. 
For,  in  the  latter  case,  the  character  would     [p.  8n] 
not  be  moral,  nor  worthy  therefore  of  complete  hap- 
piness ;  a  happiness  which,  in  the  eyes  of  reason, 
admits  of  no  limitation  but  such  as  01  m  our 

own  immoral  conduct. 

Happiness,  therefore,  in  exact  proportion  with  the 
morality  of  rational  beings  who  are  made  worthy  of 
happiness  by  it,  constitutes  alone  the  supreme  good 
of  a  world  into  which  we  must  necessarily  place  our- 
selves according  to  the  commands  of  pure  but  prac- 
tical reason.  But  this  is  an  intelligible  world  only, 
and  a  sensible  world  never  promises  us  such  a  sys- 
tematical unity  of  ends  arising  from  the  nature  -.1" 
things.  Nor  is  the  reality  of  that  iutelligiblo  world 
founded  on  anything  but  the  admission  of  a  supreme 
original  good,  so  that  independent  reason,  equipj«ed 
with  all  the  requirements  of  a  supreme  cause,  t*»iml-. 
maintains,  and  completes,  according  to  the  most  per- 
fect design,  the  universal  order  of  things  which,  in 
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the  world  of  sense,  is  almost  completely  hidden  fi  1 
our  sight 

This  moral  theology  has  this  pen  1  liar  advantage 
over  speculative  theology,  that  it  leads  inevitably  to 
the  concept  of  a  sole,  mod  pervrt  mid  rational  Hist 
Being,  to  which  speculative  theology  does  not  even 
had  us  on,  on  objective  grounds,  much  less  give  us 
a  conviction  of  it.  For  neither  in  transcendental  nor 
in  natural  theology,  however  far  reason  may  carry 
us  on,  do  we  find  any  real  ground  for  admitting  even 
one  sole  being  which  we  should  be  warranted  in 
placing  before  all  natural  causes  anil  on  [p.  815] 
which  we  might  make  them  in  all  respects  to  de- 
pend. On  the  other  baud,  if,  from  the  point  of  view 
of  moral  unity  as  a  necessary  law  of  the  universe, 
we  consider  what  cause  alone  could  give  to  it  its 
adequate  effect,  and  therefore  its  bmding  force  with 
regard  to  ourselves,  we  find  that  it  must  be  one  sole 
supreme  will  which  comprehends  all  these  laws 
within  itself.  For  how  with  different  wills  should 
we  find  complete  unity  of  ends  '.  That  will  must 
be  omnipotent  in  order  that  the  whole  of  nature 
I  its  relation  to  morality  and  the  world  may  be 
subject  to  it;  omniscient,  that  it  may  know  the  most 
secret  springs  of  our  sentiments  and  their  moral 
worth  ;  omnipresent,  that  it  may  be  uear  for  supply- 
ing immediately  all  that  is  required  by  the  highest 
interests  of  the  world ;  eternal,  that  this  harmony  of 
nature  and  freedom  may  never  fail,  and  so  on. 

But  this  systematical  unity  <•!"  eiid>  in  this  world  of 
intelligences  which,  if  looked  ujkhj  us  mere  nature,  may 
be  called  1  sensible  world  only,  but  which,  if  consid< 
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as  a  system  of  freedom,  may  be  called  an  intelligible, 
ill  i  i-,  a  moral  world  (regnum  gratia?),  leads  inevit- 
ably also  to  the  admission  of  S  unity  of  design  in  all 
things  which  constitute  this  great  univ» 
to  general  natural  laws,  just  as  the  former  (unity) 
according  to  general  and  necessary  laws  of  morality. 
In  this  way  practical  and  speculative  reason  become 
united.  The  world  must  be  represented  as  having 
originated  from  an  idea,  if  it  is  to  harmonise  with 
that  employment  of  without  which  we     [p.  816] 

should  consider  ourselves  unworthy  of  reason,  namely. 

With  its  moral  employment,  which  is  founded  entii 
on  the  idea  of  the  supreme  good.  In  this  way  the 
study  of  nature  tends  to  assume  the  form  of  a  topo- 
logical system,  and  becomes  in  its  widest  extension 
j'liysico-theology.  And  this,  as  it  starts  from  the 
moral  order  as  a  unity  founded  on  the  essence  of 
freedom,  and  not  accidentally  brought  about  by  ex- 
ternal commands,  traces  the  design  of  nature  to 
grounds  which  must  bo  inseparably  connected  // 
priori  with  the  internal  possibility  of  things,  ami 
leads  thus  to  a  transcendental  theology,  which  takes 
the  ideal  of  the  highest  ontological  perfection  as 
the  principle  of  systematical  unity  which  connects 
all  things  according  to  general  and  necessary  laws 
of  nature,  because  they  all  have  their  origin  in  the 
absolute  necessity  of  the  one  Original  Being. 

What  ««*  can  we  make  of  our  understanding,  1 
in  respect  to  experience,  if  we  have  not  aims  l>efore 
Xisl      The    highest    aims,    however,   are    those   of  mo- 
raliu,  and  these  we  can  only  know  by  means  of  pi 
reason.    Even  with  their  help  and  guidance,  how- 
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ever,  we  could  make  no  proper  use  ..f  the  knowledge 
of  nature,  unless  nature  itself  had  established  a  unity 
of  design  :  for  without  this  we  should  ourselves  [p.  Sit] 
have  no  reason,  because  there  would  be  no  school 
for  it,  nor  any  culture  derived  from  objects  which 
supply  the  material  for  such  concepts.  This  unity 
of  design  is  neerss.uy  and  founded  00  the  essence 
of  five-will,  which  must,  therefore,  as  containing  the 
condition  of  its  application  in  concreto,  be  so  like- 
wise;  so  that,  in  reality,  the  trau-ivinh  ntal  develop* 
ment  of  the  knowledge  obtained  by  our  reason  would 
be,  not  the  cause,  but  only  the  effect  of  that  prac- 
tical order  and  design  which  pure  reason  imposes 
upon  us. 

Wi-  find  therefore  in  the  history  of  human  reason 
also  that,  before  the  moral  concepts  were  sufficiently 
purified  and  refined,  and  before  the  systematical 
unity  of  the  ends  was  clearly  understood,  according 
to  such  concepts  and  in  accordance  with  necessary 
principles,  the  then  existing  knowledge  of  nature 
and  even  a  considerable  amount  of  the  culture  of 
reason  in  many  other  branches  of  science  could  only 
produce  crude  and  vague  conceptions  of  the  Deity, 
or  allow  of  an  astonishing  indifference  with  regard 
to  that  question.  A  greater  cultivation  of  moral 
ideas,  which  became  necessary  through  the  extremely 
pure  moral  law  of  our  religion,  directed  our  reason 
to  that  object  through  the  interest  which  it  forced 
us  to  take  in  it,  and  without  the  help  either  ol 
more  extended  knowledge  of  nature,  or  of  more  cor- 
rect and  trustworthy  transcendental  views  (which 
have  been  wanting  in  all  ages).     A  concept    [p.  818] 
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of  the  Divine  Being  was  elaborated  which  we  now 
hold  to  be  correct,  not  because  speculative  nason 
has  convinced  us  of  its  correctness,  hut  because  it 
fully  agrees  with  the  moral  principles  of  reason. 
And  thus,  after  all,  it  is  pure  reason  only,  bul  pure 
reason  in  its  practical  employment,  which  maj  i  laim 
the  merit  of  connecting  with  our  highest  interest 
that  knowledge  which  pure  speculation  could  oidy 
guess  at  without  being  able  t«  ih  its  validity, 

and  of  having  made  it,  not  indeed  a  demonstrated 
dogma,  but  a  supposition  absolutely  necessary  to  the 
most  essential  emls  of  reason. 

Bni  after  practical  reason  has  reached  this  high 
point,  namely  the  concept  of  a  sole  Original  Being 
as  the  supreme  good,  it  must  not  imagine  that  it 
has  raised  itself  above  all  empirical  traditions  of  its 
application  and  soared  up  to  an  immediate  know- 
ledge of  new  objects,  and  thus  venture  to  start  from 
that  concept  and  to  deduce  from  it  the  moral  laws 
themselves.  For  it  was  these  very  laws  the  internal 
practical  necessity  of  which  led  us  to  the  admission 
of  an  independent  cause,  or  of  a  wise  ruler  of  the 
world  that  should  give  effect  to  them.  We  ought 
not,  therefore,  to  consider  them  afterwards  again  as 
accidental  and  derived  from  the  mere  will  of  the 
ruler,  particularly  as  we  could  have  no  concept  of 
such  a  will,  if  we  had  not  formed  it  in  ac-  [p.  819] 
cordance  with  those  laws.  So  far  as  practical  reason 
is  entitled  to  lead  us  we  shall  not  look  upon  actions 
as  obligatory  because  they  are  the  commands  of  God. 
but  look  upon  them  as  divine  commands  because  we 
feed  an  inner  obligation  to  follow  them.     We  shall 
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study  freedom  according  to  the  unity  of  design  de- 
termined by  the  principles  of  reason,  and  we  shall 
believe  ourselves  to  be  acting  in  accordance  with  the 
Divine  will  in  so  far  only  as  we  hold  sacred  the 
moral  law  which  reason  teaches  us  from  the  nature 
of  actions  themselves.  We  shall  believe  ourselves 
to  be  serving  Him  only  by  promoting  everything 
that  is  best  in  the  world,  both  in  ourselves  and  in 
others.  Moral  theology  is.  therefore,  of  immanent 
use  only,  teaching  us  to  fulfil  our  destiny  here  in 
the  world  by  adapting  ourselves  to  the  general 
system  of  ends,  without  either  fanatically  or  even 
criminally  abandoning  the  guidance  of  reason  and 
her  moral  laws  for  our  proper  conduct  in  life,  in 
order  to  connect  it  directly  with  the  idea  of  the 
Supreme  Being.  This  would  be  a  transcendent  use 
of  moral  theology  which,  like  a  transcendent  use  of 
mere  speculation,  must  inevitably  pervert  and  frus- 
trate the  ultimate  aims  of  reason. 


CANON  OF  PURE  REASON.  [p.  820] 

Skction  III. 
Of  Trowing,  Knowing,  and  Believing. 

The  holding  a  thing  to  be  true  is  an  event  in  our 
understanding  which,  though  it  may  rest  on  objective 
grounds,  requires  also  subjective  causes  in  the  mind 
of  the  person  who  is  to  judge.  If  the  judgment  is 
valid  for  everybody,  if  only  he  is  possessed  of  reason, 
then  the  ground  of  it  is  objectively  sufficient,  and  the 

Ming  it  to  be  true  is  called  conviction.     If.  on  the 
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contrary,  it  has  its  ground  in  the  peculiar  charm 
it'  the  subject  only,  it  is  called  /»  muuitM. 

Persuasion  is  a  mere  illusion,  the  ground  of  tin- 
judgment,  though  it  lies  solely  in  the  subject,  being  re- 
garded aa  objective,  Such  a  judgment  has,  theref 
private  validity  only,  and  the  holding  it  to  be  ferae 
not  be  communicated  to  others.  Truth,  however, 
depends  on  agreement  with  the  object*  and,  with  re- 
gard to  it,  the  judgments  of  every  understand  i 
must  agree  with  each  other  (consentient i.i  uni  tei 

iunt  inter  se,  Ac.)  An  external  Criterion,  there- 
tore,  aa  to  whether  our  holding  a  thing  to  be  true  bo 
conviction  or  only  persuasion,  connate  iii  the  p<- 
bility  of  communicating  it,  and  finding  its  truth  to 
valid  for  the  reason  of  every  man.  For,  in  that  case, 
there  is  at  least  a  presumption  that  the  ground  of 
the  agreement  of  all  judgments,  in  spite  of  [p.  8a  i] 
the  diversity  of  the  subjects,  rests  won  the  common 
ground,  namely,  on  the  object  with  which  they  all 
agree,  and  thus  prove  the  truth  of  the  judgment. 

Persuasion,  therefore,  cannot  be  distinguished  from 
conviction,  subjectively,  so  long  as  the  subject  view-, 
its  judgment  as  a  phenomenon  of  his  own  mind  only ; 
the  experiment,  however,  which  we  make  with  the 
grounds  that  .seem  valid  to  ns,  by  trying  to  find  out 
whether  they  will  produce  the  same  effect  on  the 
reason  of  others,  is  a  means,  though  only  a  subjective 
means,  not  indeed  of  producing  conviction,  but  of 
detecting  the  merely  private  validity  of  the  judg- 
ment, that  is,  of  discovering  in  it  what  is  merely 
persuasion. 

If  we  are  able  besides  to  analyse  the  subjective 
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causes  of  our  judgment,  which  we  have  taken  for  its 
objective  grounds,  and  thus  explain  the  deceptive 
judgment  as  a  phenomenon  in  our  mind,  without 
having  recourse  to  tho  object  itself,  we  expose  the 
illusion  and  are  no  longer  deceived  by  it,  although 
we  may  continue  to  be  tempted  by  it,  in  a  certain 
degree,  if,  namely,  the  subjective  cause  of  the  illusion 
is  inherent  in  our  nature. 

I  cannot  maintain  anything,  that  is,  affirm  it  as 
a  judgment  necessarily  valid  for  everybody,  except 
it  work  conviction.  Persuasion  I  may  keep  [p.  822] 
for  myself,  if  it  is  agreeable  to  me,  but  I  cannot,  and 
ought  not  to  attempt  to  make  it  binding  on  any  but 
myself. 

The  holding  anything  to  be  true,  or  the  subjective 
validity  of  a  judgment  admits,  with  reference  to  the 
conviction  which  is  at  the  same  time  valid  objectively, 
of  the  three  following  degrees,  (rowing,  believing, 
knowing.  Trowing  is  to  hold  true,  with  the  con- 
sciousness that  it  is  insufficient  bolh  subjectively  and 
objectively.  If  the  holding  true  is  sufficient  sub- 
jectively, but  is  held  to  l>e  insufficient  objectively,  it 
is  called  believing;  while,  if  it  is  sufficient  both  sub- 
jectively and  objectively,  it  is  called  knowing.  Sul>- 
jective  sufficiency  is  called  conviction  (for  myself), 
objective  8uliiru  in  \  is  called  certainty  (for  everybody). 
I  shall  not  dwell  any  longer  on  the  explanation  of 
such  easy  concepts. 

I  must  nrvi-i  retime  to  trow,  or  to  be  of  opinion, 
without  knowing  at   least   something  by  means  of 
which  a  judgment,  problematical  by  itself,  iscouneci 
with  truth  which,  though  it  is  not  a  complete  truth, 
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is  yet  more  than  arbitrary  fiction.  Moreover,  the  law 
of  such  a  connection  must  be  certain.  For  if,  even 
with  regard  to  this  law,  I  should  have  nothing  but  an 
opinion,  all  would  become  a  mere  play  of  the  imagina- 
tion, without  the  least  relation  to  truth. 

In  the  judgments  of  pure  reason  opinion  is  not 
permitted.  For,  as  they  are  not  based  on  empirical 
grounds,  but  everything  bus  to  be  known  [p.  823] 
a  priori,  and  everything  therefore  must  be  necessary, 
the  principle  of  connection  in  them  requires  univer- 
sality .and  necessity,  and  consequently  perfect  cer- 
tainty, without  which  there  would  !><•  ii't.hing  to  lead 
us  on  to  truth.  Hence  it  is  absurd  to  have  an 
opinion  in  pure  mathematics ;  here  one  must  either 
know,  or  abstain  from  pronouncing  any  judgment. 
The  same  applies  to  the  principles  of  morality,  be- 
cause one  must  not  hazard  an  action  on  the  mere 
opinion  tint  it  is  allowed,  but  must  know  it  to  be  so. 

Tn  the  transcendental  employment  of  reason,  on 
tin-  contrary,  mere  opinion,  no  doubt,  would  be  too 
little,  but  knowledge  too  much.  Speculatively,  there- 
fore,  we  cannot  here  form  any  judgment  at  all,  be- 
cause the  Subjective  grounds  on  which  we  hold  a 
thing  to  be  true,  as  for  instaiuv  tlio.se  which  may 
very  well  produce  belief,  are  not  approved  of  in 
speculative  questions,  as  they  cannot  be  held  without 
empirical  support,  nor  be  communicated  to  others  in 
the  same  manner. 

Nor  can  the  theoretically  insufficient  acceptance  of 
truth  be  called  belief,  except  from  a  practical  point  of 
view.  And  this  practical  view  refers  either  to  skill 
or  to  morality,  the   former  being  concerned  with 
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any  objects  whatsoever,  the  latter  with  absolutely 
necessary  objects  only. 

If  we  have  once  proposed  an  object  or  end  to  our- 
selves, the  conditions  of  attaining  it  arc  hypoUietically 
neceseary.  This  necessity  is  subjective,  and  [p.834] 
yet  but  relatively  sufficient,  if  I  know  of  no  other  con- 
ditions under  which  the  end  can  be  attained  :  it  is  suffi- 
cient absolutely  and  for  every  one,  if  I  am  convinced 
1  bat  no  one  can  know  of  other  conditions,  leading  to 
the  attainment  of  our  end.  In  the  former  case  my 
assuming  and  holding  certain  conditions  as  true  is 
merely  an  accidental  belief,  while  in  the  latter  case  it 
is  a  necessary  belief.  Thus  a  physician,  for  instance, 
may  feel  that  he  must  do  something  for  a  patient* 
who  is  in  danger.  But  as  he  does  not  know 
nature  of  the  illness,  he  observes  the  symptoms,  and 
arrives  at  the  conclusion,  as  ha  knows  nothing  a) 
that  it  is  phthisis.  His  belief,  according  to  his  own 
judgment,  is  contingent  only,  and  he  knows  that 
another  might  form  a  better  judgment.  It  is  this 
kind  of  contingent  belief  which,  ucverthi-l.  as,  Ml]  pfiea 
a  ground  for  the  actual  employment  of  means  to 
certain  actions,  which  I  call  pragmatic  belief. 

The  usual  test,  whether  something  that  is  main- 
tained be  merely  persuasion,  or  a  subjective  convic- 
tion at  least,  that  is,  firm  belief,  is  betting.  People 
often  pronounce  their  views  with  such  bold  and  un- 
compromising assurance  that  they  seem  to  have 
abandoned  all  fear  of  error,  A  bet  startles  tin 
Sometimes  it  turns  out  that  a  man  has  paouaai 
sufficient  to  be  valued  at  one  due.it,  but  not  at  ten ; 
he  is  ready  to  venture  the  first  ducat,  but  with  [p.  8*5] 
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he  becomes  aware  for  the  first  time  that,  after 
all,  it  might  be  possible  tliat  he  should  be  mistaken* 
If  we  imagine  that  we  have  to  stake  the  happiness 
of  our  whole  life,  the  triumphant  air  of  our  judg- 
ment drops  considerably;  we  become  extremely  shy, 
and  suddenly  discover  that  our  belief  does  not  reach 
so  far.  Thus  pragmatic  belief  admits  of  degrees 
which,  according  to  the  difference  of  the  into 
at  stake,  may  bo  large  or  small. 

Now  it  is  true,  no  doubt,  that,  with  reference  to  an 
object  of  our  belief,  we  can  do  nothing,  and  that  our 
opinion  is,  therefore,  purely  theoretical.  But  we  can, 
nevertheless,  in  many  cases,  represent  to  ourselves  an 
undertaking  for  which  we  might  think  that  we  had 
sufficient  inducements,  if  any  means  existed  of  at- 
taining the  truth  of  the  matter.  Thus,  even  in  purely 
theoretical  judgments,  there  is  an  analogon  ofp> 
judgments  to  which  the  word  belief  may  be  applied, 
and  which  we  shall  therefore  call  doctrinal  belief.  If 
it  were  possible  to  apply  any  test  of  experience,  I 
should  bo  ready  to  stake  the  whole  of  my  earthly 
goods  on  my  belief  that  at  least  one  of  the  planets 
which  we  see  is  inhabited.  Hence  I  say  that  it  is 
not  only  an  opinion,  but  a  strong  belief,  on  the  truth 
of  wliich  I  should  risk  even  many  advantages  of  life, 
that  there  are  inhabitants  in  other  worlds. 

Now  we  must  admit  that  the  doctrine  of   [p.  8a6] 

the  existence  of  God  belongs  to  doctrinal  belief. 
Boi  although,  with  reference  to  my  theoretical  know- 
ledge of  the  world,  I  c:in  produce  nothing  which 
would  make  this  thought  a  necessary  supposition 
as  a  condition  of  my  being  able  to  explain  the  pheno- 
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mena  of  the  world,  but  on  the  contrary  am  bound 
to  use  my  reason  as  if  everything  were  mere  nature, 
nevertheless,  the  unity  of  design  is  so  important  a 
condition  of  the-  application  of  reason  to  nature  that 
I  cannot  ignore  it,  especially  as  experience  supplies 
so  many  examples  of  it.  Of  that  unity  of  design, 
however,  I  know  no  other  condition,  which  would 
make  it  a  guidance  in  my  study  of  nature,  but  the 
supposition  that  a  supreme  intelligence  has  ordered 
all  things  according  to  the  wisest  ends.  As  a  con- 
dition, therefore,  of,  it  may  be.  a  contingent  but  not 
unimportant  end,  namely,  in  order  to  have  a  guidance 
in  the  investigation  of  nature,  it  is  necessary  to 
admit  a  wise  author  of  the  world.  The  result  of  my 
experiment  confirms  the  usefulness  of  this  supposi- 
tion so  many  times,  while  nothing  decisive  can  be 
adduced  against  it,  that  I  am  really  saying  far  too 
little,  if  I  call  my  acceptation  of  it  a  mere  opinion, 
and  it  may  be  said,  even  with  regard  to  these 
thicnctir.il  matters,  that  I  firmly  believe  in  God. 
Still,  if  we  use  our  words  strictly,  this  belief  muri 
always  be  called  doctrinal,  and  not  practical,  such 
as  the  theology  of  nature  (physical  theology)  [p.  837] 
must  always  and  necessarily  produce.  In  the  same 
wisdom,  and  in  the  prominent  endowments  of  human 
nature,  combined  with  the  inadequate  shortness  of 
life,  another  sufficient  ground  may  be  found  for  the 
doctrinal  belief  in  the  future  life  of  the  human 
souL 

The  expression  of  belief  is  in  such  cases  an  ex- 
pression of  modesty  from  the  objective  point  of 
view,  and  yet,  at  the  same  time,  a  firm  confidence 
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from    a  subjective.      If  even    I    were    to    call     tin* 
purely   theoretical    acceptance   an   hypothesis  only, 
which  I  am  entitled  to  assume,  I  should   profess  to 
be  in  possession  of  a  more  complete  concept  of 
iinturc  of  a  cause  of  the  world,  and  of  another  world 
than   I  really  can  produce.     If  I   accept    anything, 
even  as  an  hypothesis  only,  I  must  know  it  at   least 
so  much  according  to  its  properties,  that   I   need 
not  imagine  its  concepts,  but  its  existence  only.      But 
the  word  belief  refers  only  to  the  guidance  which 
an  idea  gives  mc,  and  to  its  subjective  influence  on 
the  conduct  of  my  reason,  which  makes  me   hold 
it  fast,  though  I  may  not  he  able  to  give  an  account 
of  it  from  a  speculative  point  of  view. 

Purely  doctrinal  belief,  however,  has  always 
somewhat  unstable  character.  Speculative  diffi- 
culties often  make  us  lose  hold  of  it,  though  [p.  828] 
in  the  end  we  always  return  to  it. 

It  is  quite  different  with  moral  belief.  For  here 
action  is  absolutely  necessary,  that  is,  I  must  obey 
the  moral  law  on  all  points.  The  end  is  here  firmly 
.•st.ililiflhed,  and,  according  to  all  we  know,  one  only 
condition  is  possible  under  which  that  end  could 
agree  with  all  other  ends,  and  thus  acquire  practical 
validity,  namely,  the  existence  of  a  God  and  of  a 
future  wor!&  I  also  know  it  for  certain  that  no  one 
is  cognisant  of  other  conditions  which  coidd  lead 
to  the  same  unity  of  ends  under  the  moral  law. 
then,  the  moral  precept  is  at  the  same  time  my 
maxim,  reason  commanding  that  it  should  be  so,  I 
shall  inevitably  believe  in  the  existence  of  God, 
and  in  a  future  life,  and  I  feel  certain  that  nothing 
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can  shake  this  belief,  because  all  my  moral  principles 
would  be  overthrown  at  the  same  time,  and  I  cannot 
surrender  them  without  becoming  hateful  in  my  own 
eyes. 

We  see,  therefore,  that,  even  after  the  failure  of  all 
the  ambitious  schemes  of  reason  to  pass  beyond 
the  limits  of  all  experience,  enough  remains  to  make 
us  satisfied  for  practical  purposes.  No  one,  no 
doubt,  will  be  able  to  boast  again  that  he  knotcs 
that  there  is  a  God  and  a  future  life.  For  [p.  829] 
a  man  who  knows  that,  is  the  very  man  whom  I  have 
been  so  long  in  search  of.  As  all  knowledge,  if 
it  refers  to  an  object  of  pure  reason,  can  be  com 
municated,  I  might  hope  that,  through  his  teaching, 
my  own  knowledge  would  be  increased  in  the  most 
wonderful  way.  No,  that  conviction  is  not  a  logical, 
but  a  moral  certainty  ;  and,  as  it  rests  on  subjective 
grounds  (of  the  moral  sentiment),  I  must  not  even 
say  that  1/  U  morally  certain  that  there  is  a  God, 
Ac.,  but  that  /  am  morally  certain,  Ac.  What  I 
really  mean  is,  that  the  belief  in  a  God  and  in 
another  world  is  so  interwoven  with  my  moral  senti- 
ment, that  there  is  as  little  danger  of  my  losing  the 
latter,  as  there  is  any  fear  lest  I  should  ever  bo 
deprived  of  the  former. 

The  only  point  that  may  rouse  misgivings  is  that 
this  rational  belief  is  based  on  the  supposition  of 
moral  sentiments.  If  we  surrender  this,  and  take  a 
man  who  is  entirely  indifferent  with  regard  to  moral 
lawH,  the  question  projKJtved  by  reason  becomes  rueicly 
a  problem  for  speculation,  and  may  in  that  case  be  still 
supported  with  strong  grounds  from  analogy,  but  not 
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such  to  which  the  most  obstinate  scepticism  has  to 
submit l. 

No  man,  however,  is  with  regard  to  these     [p.  830] 
questions  free  from  all  interest.     For  although  in  the 
absence  of  good  sentiments   he   may  be  rid  of  all 
moral   interest,  enough  remains  even  thus  to  make 
him  fear  the    existence  of  God  and  a  future    life. 
For  nothing  is  required  for  this  but  his    inability 
to  plead  certainty  with  regard   to  the  w 
such  a  being  and  of  a  future  life.     As  this  would 
have  to  be   proved  by  mere  reason,  and  therefore 
apodictically,  he  would   have   to   establish    the   im- 
possibility of  both,  which  I  feel  certain  no  rational 
being  would  venture  to  do.     This  would  be  a  nega- 
tive   belief  which,    though    it  could    not    produce 
morality  and  good  sentiments,  would  still  produce 
something  analogous,  namely,  a  check  on  the  out- 
break of  evil. 

But,  it  will  be  said,  is  this  really  all  that  pure 
reason  can  achieve  in  opening  prospects  beyond  the 
limits  of  experience  ?  Nothing  more  than  two  articles 
of  faith  ?  Surely  even  the  ordinary  understanding 
could  have  achieved  as  much  without  taking  [p.  831] 
counsel  of  philosophers  1 

I  shall  not  here  dwell  on  the  benefits  which,  by 

1  The  interest  which  the  human  mind  (ns  I  lielieve  is  necessarily 
the  case,  with  every  rational  heiug)  takes  in  morality  is  natural, 
though  it  is  not  undivided,  and  always  practically  preponderant. 
If  you  strengthen  and  increase  that  interest,  you  will  find  reason 
very  docile,  and  even  moro  enlightened,  so  as  to  be  able  to  join 

Hi'     :  pcctil  il  iv.     with    the    practical    interests.       If  you    ■  I ■ .    Dot    take 

care  that  you  first  make  men  at  least  moderately  good,  you  will 
never  make  them  honest  believers. 
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the  laborious  efforts  of  its  criticism,  philosophy  has 
conferred  on  human  reason,  granting  even  that  in 
the  end  they  should  turn  out  to  be  merely  negative. 
On  this  point  something  will  have  to  be  said  in 
the  next  section.  But  I  ask,  do  you  really  require 
that  knowledge,  which  concerns  all  men,  should  go 
beyond  the  common  understanding,  and  should  be  re- 
vealed to  you  by  philosophers  only  ?  The  very  thing 
which  you  find  fault  with,  is  the  best  confirmation 
of  the  correctness  of  our  previous  assertion,  since 
it  reveals  to  us  what  we  could  not  have  grasped 
before,  namely,  that  in  matters  which  concern  all 
men  without  distinction,  nature  cannot  be  accused 
of  any  partial  distribution  of  her  gifts;  and  that  with 
regard  to  the  essential  interests  of  human  nature, 
the  highest  philosophy  can  achieve  no  more  than 
that  guidance  which  nature  has  vouchsafed  even  to 
the  meanest  understanding. 


METHOD  OF  TRANSCENDENTALISM. 

[p-  »3»] 


CHAPTER    m. 
THE  ARCHITECTONIC  OF    ei  1:1:    KEASON. 

By  architectonic  I  understand  the  art  of  construc- 
ting systems.  As  systematical  unity  is  that  wfcicfa 
raises  common  knowledge  to  the  dignity  of  a  science, 
that  is,  changes  a  mere  aggregate  of  knowledge  into 
a  system,  it  is  easy  to  see  that  architectonic  is  the 
doctrine  of  what  is  really  scientific  in  our  knowledge, 
and  forms  therefore  u  necessary  part  of  the  doctrine 
of  method. 

Under  the  sway  of  reason  our  knowledge  must 
not  remain  a  rhapsody,  hut  must  hecome  a  syst 
because  fchua  alone  can  the  essential  objects  of  reason 
be  supported  and  advanced.     By  system  I  mean  th 
unity  of  various  kinds  of  knowledge  under  one  id 
This  is  the  concept  given  by  reason  of  the  form  of 
the  whole  in  which  both  the  extent  of  its  manifold 
contents  and  the  place  belonging  to  each  part  are 
determined  a  jw/on.  This  scientific  concept  of  ret 
contains,  therefore,  the  end  and  also  the  form  of  the 
whole   which  is  congruent  with  it.     The  unity  of 
the  end  to  which  all  parts  relate  and  through  the 
idea  of  which  they  are  related  to  each  other,  enables 
us  to  miss  any  part,  if  we  possess  a  knowledge  of  the 
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rest,  and  prevents  any  arbitrary  addition  or  vague- 
ness of  perfection  of  which  the  limits  could  not  be 
determined  a  priori.  Thus  the  whole  is  [p.  833] 
articulated  (articulatio),  not  aggregated  (coacervatio). 
It  may  grow  internally  (per  intus  eusceptionem),  but 
not  externally  (per  appositionem),  like  an  animal  body, 
the  growth  of  which  does  not  add  any  new  member, 
but,  without  changing  their  proportion,  renders  each 
stronger  and  more  efficient  for  its  purposes. 

The  idea  requires  for  its  realisation  a  schema,  that 
is,  a  variety,  which  is  determined  a  priori,  according 
to  the  principles  inherent  in  its  aim  and  the  proper 
arrangement  of  all  its  parts.  A  schema,  which  is 
not  designed  according  to  an  idea,  that  its  according  to 
the  principal  aim  of  reason,  but  empirically  only,  in  ac- 
cordance with  accidental  aims  (the  number  of  which 
cannot  be  determined  beforehand)  gives  technical 
unity;  but  the  schema  which  originates  from  an  idea 
only  (where  reason  dictates  the  aims  a  jrriori  and 
does  not  wait  for  them  in  experience)  supplies  archi- 
tectonical  unity.  Now  what  wo  call  a  science,  the 
schema  of  which  must  have  its  outline  (mono- 
gramma)  and  the  division  of  the  whole  into  pi 
devised  according  to  the  idea,  that  is,  a  priori,  and 
keep  it  perfectly  distinct  from  everything  else  ac- 
cording to  principles,  cannot  be  produced  technically 
according  to  the  similarity  of  its  various  parts  or  the 
accidental  use  of  knowledge  in  concreto  for  this  or  that 
external  object,  but  architectonically  only,  as  based 
on  the  nihility  of  its  parts  and  their  dependence  on 
one  supreme  and  internal  object  through  which  alone 
the  whole  becomes  possible.  [p.  83*] 
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No  one  attempts  to  construct  a  science  unless  he 
can  base  it  on  some  idea  ;  l>ut  in  the  elaboration  of 
it   the  schema,  nay.    even    the  definition,    which  he 
gives  in  the  beginning  of  his  science,  corresponds 
very  seldom    to  his  idea  which,    like   a   germ,   lies 
bidden  in  reason,  and  all  the  parte  of  which  are  still 
enveloped    and    hardly  distinguishable    even     under 
microscopical     observation.      It     is    necessary,     there- 
fore, to  explain  and  determine  all  sciences,  conaider- 
ing  that  they  are  contrived  from  the  point  of  view 
of  a  certain    genera]    interest,  not  according  to  the 
description  given  by  their  author,  but  according  to 
the  idea  which,  from  the  natural  unity  of  its   con- 
stituent parts,  we  may  discover  as  founded  in  reason 
iteel£      We  shall  often  find  that  the  originator  of 
a  science,  and  even  his  latest  successors  are  moving 
vaguely  round  an   idea  which    they  have  not    been 
able  to  perceive  clearly,   failing  in  consequence  to 
determine  rightly  the  proper  contents,  the  articula- 
tion (systematical  unity)  and  the  limits  of  a  science. 

It  is  a  misfortune  that  only  after  having  collected 
for  a  long  time  at  haphazard,  under  the  influence 
of  an  idea  that  lies  hidden  in  us,  materials  belonging 
to  a  science,  nay,  after  having  for  a  long  [p. 835] 
time  fitted  them  together  technically,  a  time  arrives 
when  we  are  able  to  see  its  idea  in  a  clearer  light, 
and  to  devise  architectonically  a  whole  system  accord- 
ing to  the  aims  of  reason.  Systems  seem  to  de- 
velope  like  worms  through  a  kind  of  generatio 
axpiivixii,  by  the  mere  aggregation  of  numerous 
concepts,  at  first  imperfect,  and  gradually  attaining 
to  perfection,  though  in  reality  they  all  had  their 
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schema,  as  their  original  germ,  in  reason  which  was 
itself  being  developed.  Hence,  not  only  is  caeli  of 
(lu-rn  articulated  according  to  an  idea,  but  all  may 
be  properly  combined  with  each  other  in  a  system 
of  human  knowledge,  as  members  of  one  whole,  ad- 
mitting of  an  architectonic  of  all  human  knowledge 
which  in  our  time,  when  so  much  material  has  been 
collected  or  may  be  taken  over  from  the  ruins  of 
old  systems,  is  not  only  possible,  but  not  even  \  1 
difficult.  We  shall  confine  ourselves  here  to  the 
completion  of  our  proper  business,  namely,  to  sketch 
the  urchiltctonie  of  all  knowledge  arising  from  pure 
reason,  begiiuiing  only  at  the  point  where  the  com- 
mon root  of  our  knowledge  divides  into  two  stems, 
one  of  which  is  reason.  By  reason,  however,  I 
understand  here  the  whole  higher  faculty  of  know- 
ledge, and  I  distinguish  therein  rational  from  em- 
pirical knowledge. 

If  I  take  no  account  of  the  contents  of  knowledge, 
objectively  considered,  all  knowledge  is,  from  a  sub- 
jective point  of  view,  either  historical  or  [p.  836] 
rational.  Historical  knowledge  is  cognitio  ex  datis, 
rational  knowledge  cognitio  ex  prinripiis.  What- 
ever may  bo  the  first  origin  of  some  branch  of  know- 
ledge, it  is  always  historical,  if  he  who  possesses  it 
knows  only  so  much  of  it  as  has  been  given  to  him 
from  outside,  whether  through  immediate  experience, 
or  through  narration,  or  by  instruction  also  (in  general 
knowledge).  Hence  a  poraou  who,  in  the  usual  sense, 
has  karni  a  system  of  philosophy,  for  instance  the 
Wfljiaii,  though  lie  may  carry  in  his  head  all  the 
principles,  definitions,   and  proofs,  as  well   as   the 
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division  of  the  whole  system,  and  have  it  all  at  his 
fingers'  ends,  possesses  yet  none  but  a  complete 
hittOfioal  knowledge  of  the  Wolfinn  philosophy, 
knowledge  and  judgments  are  no  more  than  what 
has  been  given  him.  If  you  dispute  any  definit 
he  does  not  know  whence  to  take  another,  l>ecause  he 
formed  his  own  on  tin.-  reason  of  another.  But  the 
imitative  is  not  the  productive  faculty,  that  is,  know- 
ledge in  his  ease  did  not  eome  from  reason,  and 
though    obj  it    is    rational   knowledge,    sub- 

jectively it  ia  historical  only.  He  has  taken  and 
kept,  that  is,  he  has  well  learned  and  has  become 
a  plaster  east  of  a  living  man.  Knowledge,  which  is 
rational  objectively  (that  is,  which  can  arise  origin- 
ally from  a  man's  own  reason  only),  can  then  only 
be  so  called  subjectively  also,  when  they  have  been 
drawn  from  the  general  resources  of  reason,  [p.  837] 
from  which  criticism,  nay.  even  the  rejection  of 
what  has  been  learnt,  may  arise. 

All  knowledge  of  reason  is  again  either  based  on 
n mceptfl  or  on  the  construction  of  concepts;  tho 
former  being  called  philosophical,  the  latter  mathema- 
tical. Of  their  essential  difference  I  have  treated  in 
iIh  lii>l  chasten  Knowledge,  as  we  saw,  may  be  ob- 
jectively philosophical,  and  yet  subjectively  historical, 
as  is  the  case  with  most  apprentices,  and  with  all  who 
never  look  beyond  their  School  and  remain  in  a  state 
of  pupillage  all  their  life.  But  it  is  strange  tliat 
mathematical  knowledge,  as  soon  as  it  has  been  ac- 
quired, may  be  considered,  subjectively  also,  as  know- 
ledge of  reason,  there  being'  no  such  distinction  here 
as  in  the  case  of  philosophical  knowledge.  The  reason 
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is  that  the  sources  from  which  alone  the  mathematical 
teacher  can  take  his  knowledge  lie  nowhere  but  in 
the  essential  and  genuine  principles  of  reason,  and 
cannot  be  taken  by  the  pupil  from  anywhere  else. 
nor  ever  be  disputed,  for  the  simple  ground  that  the 
employment  of  reason  takes  place  here  in  eoncreto 
only,  although  a  priori,  namely,  in  the  pure  and 
therefore  faultless  intuition,  thus  excluding  all  il- 
lusion and  error.  Of  :dl  the  sciences  of  reason  (o 
■  ri).  therefore,  mathematics  alono  can  be  learnt, 
but  philosophy  (unless  it  be  historically)  never; 
with  regard  to  reason  we  can  at  most  learn  to  philo- 
sophise. 

The  system  of  all  philosophical  kuowledge  [p.  838] 
is  called  philosopliy.  It  must  be  token  objectively, 
if  we  understand  by  it  the  type  of  criticising  all 
philosophical  attempts,  which  is  to  serve  for  the 
criticism  of  every  subjective  philosophy,  however 
various  and  changeable  the  systems  may  lie.  In 
this  manner  philosophy  is  a  mere  idea  of  a  possible 
science  wiadh  uristai  oowhen  in  eoncreto,  but  wlii  b 
we  may  try  to  approach  on  different  paths,  until 
in  the  end  the  only  true  path,  though  overgrown  and 
hidden  by  sensibility,  has  Urn  discovered,  and  the 
image,  which  has  so  often  proved  a  failure,  has  be- 
come as  like  the  original  type  as  human  power  can 
ever  make  it.  Till  then  we  cannot  learn  philosophy; 
for  where  is  it,  who  possesses  it,  and  bow  shall  we 
know  it?  We  can  only  learn  to  philosophise,  tint 
is,  to  exercise  the  talent  of  reason,  according  to  its 
general  principles,  on  certain  given  experiments, 
always,  however,  with  the  reservation  of  the  right 
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of  reason  of  investigating  the  sources  of  these  prin- 
ciples, and  of  either  accepting  or  rejecting  them. 

So  tin  (he  OOIlCept  Of  philosophy  is  only  scholastic, 
as  of  a  system  of  knowledge  which  is  sought  and 
valued  as  a  science,  without  aiming  at  more  than  a 
systematical  unity  of  that  knowledge,  and  therefore 
the  logical  jwrfection  of  it.  But  there  is  also  a 
imtiwraaJ,  or,  if  we  may  say  so,  a  cosmical  concept 
(conceptus  cosmieus)  of  philosophy,  which  always 
formed  the  real  foundation  of  that  name,  [p.  839] 
particularly  when  it  had.  as  it  were,  to  be  personi- 
fied and  represented  in  the  ideal  of  the  {Jiilosopher, 
as  the  original  t y | » ■ .  In  this  sense  philosophy  is 
the  science  of  the  relation  of  all  knowledge  to  the 
essential  aims  of  human  reason  (teleologia  rationia 
humans),  and  the  philosopher  stands  before  us,  not 
a-  an  artist,  but  as  the  lawgiver  of  human  reason. 
In  that  sense  it  would  be  very  boastful  to  call  < 1 
self  a  philosopher,  anil  to  pretend  to  have  equalled 
the  type  which  exists  in  the  idea  only. 

The  mathematician,  the  student  of  nature,  and 
the  logician,  however  tar  the  two  former  may  have 
advanced  in  rational,  and  the  last,  particularly,  in 
philosophical  knowledge,  are  merely  artists  of  rea- 
son. There  is  besides,  an  ideal  teacher,  who  control 
them  all,  and  uses  them  as  instruments  for  the  ad- 
vancement of  the  essential  aims  of  human  reason. 
Him  alone  we  ought  to  call  philosopher :  but  as  he 
exists  nowhere,  while  the  idea  of  his  legislation 
exists  everywhere  in  the  reason  of  every  human 
being,  we  shall  keep  entirely  to  that  idea,  and  de- 
termine more  accurately  what  kind  of  systematical 
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unity  philosophy,  in  this  cosmical  concept",  demands 
from  the  standpoint  of  its  aims.  [p.  840] 

Ivsrntiul  ends  are  not  as  yet  the  highest  ends; 
in  fact,  there  can  be  but  one  highest  end,  if  the  per- 
fect systematical  unity  of  reason  has  been  reached. 
We  must  distinguish,  therefore,  between  the  ultimate 
and  subordinate  ends,  which  necessarily  In-long, 
as  means,  to  the  former.  The  former  is  nothing  but 
the  whole  destination  of  man,  and  the  philosophy 
which  relates  to  it  is  called  moral  philosophy.  On 
account  of  this  excellence  which  distinguishes  moral 
philosophy  from  all  other  operations  of  mm-  m.  1  In- 
ancients  always  xmderstood  under  the  name  of  philo- 
sopher the  moralist  principally:  and  even  at  prey 
the  external  appearance  of  self-control  by  means  of 
reason  leads  us,  through  a  certain  analogy,  to  call  a 
man  a  philosopher,  however  limited  his  knowledge 
may  be.  The  legislation  of  human  reason  (philosophy) 
has  fcwi  1  iiture  and  freedom,  and  contains 

therefore  both  the  law  of  nature  and  the  law  of 
morals,  at  first  in  two  separate  systems,  ut  combined, 
at  last,  in  one  great  system  of  philosophy.  The  phi- 
losophy of  nature  relates  to  all  that  is ;  Uiat  of 
morals  to  that  only  that  ought  In  be. 

All  philosophy  is  either  knowledge  derived  from 
pure  reason,  or  knowledge  of  reason  derived  from 
empirical  principles.  The  former  is  called  pan,  the 
latter  empirical  philosophy. 


1  Cosmic*]  concept  is  m«*nt  here  for  a  concept  relating  to  what 
mnrt  I»o  of  intero-1  to  everybody  :  while  I  determine  the  character 
of  •  hc'icdcp,  according  to  nthnlatiic  ron&ipu,  if  I  look  upon  it  only 
as  one  of  many  cnifU  intended  for  certain  object*. 

vol.  n.  3  A 
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The  philosophy  of  pure  reason  is  either  j-r-y-  [?.  S41] 
2»Kfott/te(prei!:ir.i'ic.!i:.  enquiring  into  the  faculties  of 
reason,  with  regard  to  all  pure  knowledge  a  prion, 
I  id  railed  critic,  or,  secondly,  the  system   of  pure 
reason  (science),  comprehending  in  systematical  con- 
nection the  whole  (both  true  and  illusory)  of  phOo- 
sophical    knowledge,  derived  from  pure  reason,  and 
called  m  tag  /,'/'V, — although  this  name  of  metaph 
may  be  given  also  to  the  whole  of  pun-  philosophy, 
inclusive  of  the  critic,  in  order  thus  to  comprehend 
both  the  investigation  of  all  that  can  ever  be   kn 
a  priori  and  the  representation  of  all  that  constitutes 
;i  system  of  pure  philosophical   knowledge  of  that 
kind,  excluding  all  that  belongs  to  the  empirical  and 
the  mathematical  employment  of  reason. 

Metaplivsir  is  divided  into  that  of  the  tprculai 
and  that  of  the  practical  use  of  pure  reason,  ain 
therefore, either  inctnph  onfurt  or  metajphyt 

mis.  The  former  contains  all  the  pure  principles 
of  reason,  derived  from  concepts  only  (excluding 
therefore  mathematics),  of  tin-  theoretical  knowledge 
of  all  things,  the  latter,  the  principles  which  deter- 
mine if  priori  and  necessitate  all  doing  and  not  doing. 
Morality  is  the  only  legality  of  actions  that  tan   be 

derived  from  principles  entirely  a  priori.  Hence  the 
metephyaic  of  morals  is  really  pure  moral  philosophy, 
in  which  no  account  is  taken  of  anthropology  or 
any  empirical  conditions.     Metftphysic  of     [p.  84a] 

Speculative  reason  has  roiiiiuuiih  been  railed  meta- 
physic,  in  the  more  limited  sense ;  as  however  pure 
moral  philosophy  belongs  likewise  to  this  branch  of 
human  and   philosophical   knowledge,  derived  from 
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pave  reason,  we  shall  allow  it  to  retain  that  name, 
although  we  leave  it  aside  for  the  present  as  not 
belonging  to  tun   immediate  object. 

It  is  of  the  highest  importance  to  isolate  various 
sorts  of  knowledge,  which  in  kind  and  origin  are  dif- 
ferent from  others,  and  to  take  great  care  lest  they 
be  mixed  up  with  those  others  with  which,  for  prac- 
tical purposes,  they  are  generally  united.  What  is 
done  by  the  chemist  in  the  analysis  of  substances, 
and  by  the  mathematician  in  pure  mathematics,  is  far 
more  incumbent  on  the  philosopher,  in  order  to  enable 
him  to  define  clearly  the  part  which,  in  the  promis- 
CUOUfl  employment  of  the  understanding,  belongs  to 
a  special  kind  of  knowledge,  as  well  as  its  peculiar 
value  and  influence.  Human  reason,  therefore,  since 
it  first  began  to  think,  or  rather  to  reflect*  has  never 
been  able  to  do  without  a  metaphysic.  but  it  has 
never  kept  it  sufficiently  free  from  all  foreign  admix- 
ture. The  idea  of  a  science  of  this  kind  is  as  old  as 
speculation  itself,  and  what  human  reason  docs  not 
specula  fi\  whether  in  a  scholastic  or  a  jiopular 
in. inner?  It  must  be  admitted,  however,  that  [p.843] 
even  thinkers  by  profession  did  not  clearly  distin- 
guish between  the  two  elements  of  our  knowledge, 
the  one  being  in  our  possession  completely  a  pr% 
the  other  dedueible  a  jmderiori  only  from  expeiiei  1 1 
and  did  not  succeed  therefore  in  fixing  the  limits 
of  a  special  hand  of  knowledge,  nor  in  realising  tie- 
true  idea  of  a  science  which  had  so  long  and  so 
deeply  engaged  the  interest  of  human  reason.  When 
it  was  said  that  metaphysic  is  the  science  of  the  first 
principles  of  human  knowledge,  this  did  not    mark 
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out  any  special  kind  of  knowledge,  hut  only  .1  certain 
rank  or  degree,  with  regard  to  its  character  1  »£  ^ene- 
rality,    which    was    not    sutii-i.ni     to    distinguish    it 

clearly  bom  empirical  knowledge-  For  among  em- 
pirioal  principles  ako,  some  are  more  general,  and 

fore  higher  than  others;  and  in  such  a  & 
subordinated  principles  (where  that  which  is  entil 
0    priori    is    not    distinguished    from    that    which    L> 
km.wu  u  jmrteriori  only),  where  should   one  draw   tin- 

line  to  separate  bhe  first  pari  from  the  m<l  rhc 

higher  members  boa  the  lower!1     What  should  we 
if  chronology  should  distinguish  the  epochs  of 
history  do  better  than  by  dividing  it  into  the  I 

> *  iituriesand  the  subsequent  centuries ?  We  should 
ask,  no  doubt,  whether  the  fifth  or  the  tenth  belongs 
to  the  first  centuries  !  and  I  ask  in  the  same  •■ 
whether  the  concept  of  what  Ls  extended  belongs  to 
metaphyaiol  If  you  say,  yes!  I  ask,  what  about 
i-ourepi  of  a  bodj  •'  andof  a  liquid  body  1  You  [p.844] 
then  hesitate,  for  you  begin  to  see,  that  if  I  continue 
in   this   strain,  everything   would   belong  to   meta- 

■i« ■•  It  thus  becomes  clear  that  the  mere  degree 
of  subordination  of  the  special  under  the  general 
cannot  determine  the  limits  of  a  science  ;  but,  in  our 
case,  only  the  complete  difference  in  kind  and  origin. 
The  fundamental  idea  of  mrtaphysic  was  obscured 
on  another  side  because,  as  knowledge  a  priori,   it 

\'  I  a  certain  similarity  in  kind  with  mathe- 
matics. The  two  are,  no  doubt,  related  with  regard 
to  their  origin  a  priori,  but,  if  we  consider  how,  in 
metaphy  ic,  knowledge  is  derived  from  concepts, 
while  in  mathematic,  we  can  only  form  judgments 
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through  the  construction  of  concepts  a  priori,  m 
discover,  in  comparing  philosophic*]  with  mathema- 
ticiii  knowledge,  the  most  decided  difference  in  kind, 
which  was  no  doubt  always  felt,  but  never  determined 
by  clear  criteria.  Thus  it  has  happened  that,  as 
philosophers  themselves  blundered  in  developing  the 
idea  of  their  science,  its  elaboration  could  bam  no 
definite  aim,  and  no  certain  guidance;  and  we  may 
well  understand  bow  metaphysical  science  was  brought 
into  rontempt  in  the  outside  world,  and  ut  last 
among  philosophers  themselves,  considering  how 
arbitrarily  it  had  been  designed,  and  how  constantly 
those  very  philosophers,  ignorant  as  to  the  path  which 
they  ought  to  take,  were  disputing  among  themselves 
about  the  discoveries  which  each  asserted  he  had 
made  on  his  own  peeuliar  path.  [p-8<5] 

All  pure  knowledge  a  priori  constitutes,  therefore, 
according  to  the  speeial  faculty  of  knowledge  in 
which  alone  it  can  originate,  a  definite  unity;  and 
metaphysic  is  that  philosophy  which  is  meant  to 
represent  that  knowledge  in  its  systematical  unity. 
Its  speculative  part,  which  has  especially  appro- 
priated that  name,  namely,  what  we  call  metaphysic 
of  nature,  in  which  everything  is  considered  from 
eoneepts  a  priori,  so  far  as  it  is  (not  so  far  as  it 
ought  to  U).  will  have  to  he  divided  in  the  follow- 
ing maimer. 

Metaphysic,  in  the  more  limited  sense  of  the  word, 
consists  of  iratucendciUiil  philosophy  and  the 
oloyy  of  pure   reason.     The    former  treats  only    of 
understanding  and  reason  themselves,  in  a  system  of 
all  concepts  and  principles  which  have  reference  to 
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objects  in  general,  without  taking  account  of  objects 
that  may  be  given  (ontologia):   the  latter  treats  of 

im,  that  is  the  sum  of  given  objects  (whether 
given  to  the  senses,  or,  if  you  like,  to  some  other  kind 
of  intuition)  and  is  therefore  physiology,  although 
raiiotudu  only.  The  employment  of  reason  in  this 
rational  study  of  nature  is  either  physical  or  hyi 
physical,  or,  more  accurately  speaking,  immanent  or 
transcendent.  The  former  refers  to  nature,  in  so  fat 
as  its  knowledge  can  take  place  in  experience  (in 
concreto) ;  the  latter  to  that  connection  of  objects  of 
experience  which  transcends  all  experience.  This  (run- 
xr.iulriit  |ilivsinl,i'_r\  lias  f. >r  its  object  either  an  !;•-*<''] 
//,/.  /•»(//  Hi-  an  internal  connectiou,  both  transcending 
every  possible  experience;  the  former  is  the  physi- 
olojry  of  nature  as  a  whole,  or  transcendental  knot 
ledge  of  the  world,  the  latter  refers  to  the  conned 
of  the  whole  of  nature  with  a  Being  above  nature, 
and  is  therefore  transcendental  knowledge  of  (rod. 

Immanent  physiology  considers  nature  .:--  i  In 
total  of  all  objects  of  the  senses,  such,  therefore,  as 
it  i'-  ''mil  iih,  hut  only  according  to  conditions 
<i  priori,  under  which  alone  it  can  be  given  ua  It 
has  two  kinds  of  ohjects  only;  first,  those  of  the  ex- 
ternal senses,  which  constitute  together  corpore 
'■ '<lly.  the  object  ui' the  internal    -use.  the 

soul,  or  what,  according  to  the  fundamental  principles 
of  it,  may  he  called  thinking  nature.  The  metaphysic 
of  corporeal  nature  is  called  phytic,  or.  because  it 
must  contain  the  principles  of  an  a  priori  knowledge 
of  nature  only,  rational  physic.  Metaphysic  of  the 
thinking  nature  is  ©died  psychology,  and  for  the  same 
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reason,  is  here  to  be  understood  as  the  rational  In 
ledge  only  of  that  nature. 

Thus  the  whole  system  of  mctaphvMi-  conaietB  of 
four  principal  parts.  1.  Ontology,  2.  Rational  Phygi- 
dogy,  3-  liational  Cosmology,  4.  B  !•  Theology.  The 

second  part,  the  physiology  of  pure  reason,  ooataina 
two  divisions,  namely,  ph ytioa  rationalisi,ai\d  [p.  847] 
psychologia  rationalis. 

The  fundamental  idea  of  a  philosophy  of  pure 
"  1  son  prescribes  itself  this  division.  It  is  therefore 
leal,  adequate  t.i  its  essential  aims,  and  not 
technical  only,  contrived  according  to  any  observed 
similarities,  and,  as  it  were,  at  haphazard.  For  that 
very  reason  such  a  division  is  unchangeable  and  of 
ive  authority.     There    are,    boweTBf  few 

points  which  might  cause  misgivings,  and  weaken 
our  conviction  of  its  legitimate  character. 

t  of  all,  how  can  I  expect  knowledge  a  priori, 
that  is  metaphysic,  of  objects  so  far  as  they  are  given 
to  our  senses,  that  is  a  \  orit  and  how  is  it  pos- 

sible   to   know    the    nature   of  things  according  to 


1  It  most  not  be  supposed  that  I  nuto  by  this  what  is  com- 
monly cnll.'l  pbjnca  generalis,  and  which  in  rather  mathematics, 
than  a  philosophy  of  nature.  For  the  mctaphysic  of  nature  is 
-nparate  from  mathematics,  and  docs  not  enlarge  our 
knowledge  as  much  ax  mathematics  ;  hut  it  in,  nevertheless,  very 
important,  us  supplying  a  criticism  of  the  pure  knowledge  of  the 
understanding  that  should  bo  applied  to  nature.  For  want  of 
its  guidauce,  even  mathematicians,  given  to  certain  common  con- 
cepts which  in  reality  are  metaphyseal.  haTo  unconsciously  en- 
cumbered physical  science  with  hypotheses  which  vanish  under  a 
criticism  of  those  principle*,  without  Iuiwctct  causing  the  least 
incut   to   the   necessary  employment  of  mathematics  in  this 
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principles  a  priori,  and  thua  to  arrive  at  a     [|> 
rational  physiology*     Our  answer  is,  that  we  take 
nothing  from  «  xperienoa  l»eyond  what  is  n 
to  givo    us   an  object,  either  of  the  external   01 
the  internal  sense.     The  former  is  done  by  the  mere 
concept  of  matter  (impermeable,  lifeless   extension}. 
the  latter  through  the  concept  of  a  thinking  l>< 
(in   the  empirical   internal  representation,   /   th. 
For  the  rest,  we  ought  in  the  whole  metaphysical 
treatment  of  these  objects  to  abstain  from  all  emp 
rical   principles,    which   to   the  concept   of    matter 
might  a«lil    any  kind  of  experience  for  the  purpose 

of  forming  any  judgi :     01]   these   objOCtBL 

Secondly.    What  becomes  of  .■.•,  ■aycha 

which    has  always    maintained    its   place    in    meta- 
physic  and  from  which,  in  our  time,  such  great  things 
were    expected    for  throwing    light  on   uietaphysic, 
after  all   hope  had    l>een  surrendered    of  achieving 
anything  useful  a  priori  1     1  answer,  it  lias  its  place 
win  ore  tli.    proper  (empirical)  study  of  nature  must 
he  placed,  namely,  by  tin   nide  of  applied  philosophy. 
to    which    pure   philosophy    supplies    the    principles 
a  priori ;  thus  being  connected,  but  uot  to  l>e  con- 
inuiided  with  it.     Empirical   psychology,  thercf 
must  be  entirely  banished  from  metaphysic,  and  is 
excluded   from  it  by  its  very  idea.    According   to 
the  tradition  of  the  schools,  however,  we  shall  pro- 
ktbly  have  to  allow  to   it  (though    as   an   episode 
only)  a  small  corner  in  metaphysie,  and  this     [|>.  8-19] 
from  economical  motives,  because,  as  yet,  it  is  not 
so  rich  as  to  constitute  a  study  by  itself,  and  yet 
too  important   to  be  banished  entirely  and   to  be 
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settled  in  a  place  where  it  would  find  .still  IflM  effil 

than  in  DoetaphyaiCi  It  is.  therefore,  a  &tran.. 
only,  who  has  been  received  for  a  long  time  ami 
whom  one  allows  to  stay  a  little  longer,  until  he 
can  take  up  his  own  abode  in  a  complete  system  of 
anthropology,  the  j>eudant  to  the  empirical  doctrine 
of  nature-. 

This  then  is  the  general  idea  of  metaphysk-  which, 
as  in  tin-  begimuii  |>«'Ctod  of  it  thnu 

could  justly   bo   demanded,   fell   into   general   dis- 
repute after  these  pleasant  expectations  had  proved 
fallacious.     The  whole  OOniM  of  our  critique  must 
bavs  convinced  us  sufficiently  that,  although  m> 
physic    cannot    Supply    the    foundation    of    religion, 
it  must  always  remain  its  bulwark,  and  that  hum 
reason,  being  dialectical  by  its  very  nature,  cannot 
do  without  a  science  which  curbs  it  and,  bj  DM 
of  a  scientific   and    perfectly    clear  self-knowledge, 
prevents  the  ravages  whi.li  otherwise  tin.-*  lawless 
speculative   reason  would  certainly  commit  botfa  U 
morals  and  religion.     We  may   be  sure,   therefore, 
that,  in  spite  of  the  coy  or  contemptuous  airs  assumed 
I >y  those  who  judge  a  aiding     [p.  85°] 

to  its  nature,  hut  accordiir  accidental  effects, 

we  shall  always  return  to  it  as  to  a  beloved  one 
with  whom  we  have  quarrelled,  because  reason,  as 
essential  interests  are  hero  at  stake,  cannot  rent  till 
it  lias  either  established  comet  views  or  destroyed 
those  which  already  exist. 

Mei  .   therefore,  that  of  natun-   SS    well   as 

that  of  morals,  and  particularly  the  criticism  of  our 
adventurous  reason,   which   forms  the   introduoti 
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ami  preparation  of  it,  constitute  together  what  may 
be  termed  philosophy  in  the  true  sense  of  the;  word. 
Its  only  goal  is  wisdom,  an- 1  tin-  path  to  it  science, 
the  only  path  which.  if  once  opened,  is  never  grown 
over  again,  and  can  never  mislead.  Mathematics, 
natural  MSe&CO,  OTOD  the  empirical  knowh  i 
men.  have,  no  doubt,  a  high  value,  as  means  fur  the 
must  part  to  accidental,  hut  yet  in  the  end  necessary 
and  essential  aims  of  mankind.  But  they  haw  i 
value  only  by  means  of  that  knowledge  of  reason 
based  on  pure  concepts  which,  call  it  as  you  may. 
i    in  reality  nothing  hut  metaphysic. 

For  the  same  reason  metaphysic  is  also  the  eom- 
pletion  of  the  whole  culture  of  human  reason,  which 
is  indispensable,  although   one  may  discard    its    in- 
fluence as  a  science  with  regard  to  certain     [p.  851] 
objects.     For  it  enquires   into  reason  according   to 
its  elements  and  highest  maxims,  which  must  form 
the  very  foundation  of  the  vowbiUty  of  some  sciences, 
and  of  the  use  of  all.     That,  as  mere  speculation,  it 
serves  rather  to  keep  off  error  than  to  extend  know- 
ledge doeR  not  detract   from  its  value,  hut,  on   the 
contrary,  confers  upon   it  dignity   and  authority    In- 
dia t    censorship    which   secures    general    order   and 
harmony,  ay,  the  welldoing  of  the  soientifio  common- 
wealth, and   prevents  its   persevering  and  successful 
labourers   from    losing   sight    of  the   highest   aim.  the 
general  happiness  of  all  mankind. 


METnOD  OF  TRANSCENDENTALISM,  [>  852] 


CHAPTER  IV. 


THE   HISTORY   OF    PURE    REASON. 

Tins  title  BtA&dfl  here  only  in  order  to  indicate 
the  place  in  the  system  which  remains  empty  for 
the  present  and  has  to  be  filled  hereafter*    1  boo* 

Lent  myself  with  (fisting  a  cursory  glance,  from  a 
purely  transcendental  point  of  view,  namely,  that  of 
the  nature  of  pure  reason,  on  the  labours  of  former 
philosophers,  which  presents  to  my  eyes  many 
structures,  but  in  ruins  only. 

It  is  very  remarkable,  though  naturally  it  could 
not  well  have  been  otherwise,  that  in  the  very 
infancy  of  philosophy  men  began  where  we  should 
like  to  end,  namely,  with  studying  the  knowledge  of 
(Jod  and  the  hope  or  even  the  nature  of  a  future 
world.  However  crude  the  religious  cona  pta  might 
be  which  owed  their  origin  to  the  old  customs,  as 
remnants  of  the  savage  state  of  humanity,  this  did 
Tiot  prevent  the  more  enlightened  classes  from  1 
voting  themselves  to  free  investigations  of  these 
matters,  and  they  soon  perceived  that  there  «i>uld 
!*■  00  better  and  surei  .('pleasing  that  invisible 

power  which  governs  the  world,  in  order  to  lie  happy 
at  least  in  another  world,  than  good  conduct,    [p.  853] 
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Thus  theology  and  morals  became  the  two  springs, 

■  ir  rather  tbe  pants  of  attraction  for  all  al/stnu-t 

enquiries    of  reason    in    later  times,    though    it    was 
chiefly  tin?  former  which  gradually  drew  specula* 
reason   into  those   labours  which  afterwards   became 

m.  celebrated  under  the  name  ofxnetaphysio. 

1  shall  not  attempt  at  present  to  distinguish  the 
periods  "t  history  in  which  this  or  that  change  of 
metaphvsie  took  place,  but  only  draw  B  rapid  sketch 
of  the  difierenl  idea.-  which  caused  the  principal 
revolutions  in  metaphvsie.  And  here  I  find  three 
objects  with  which  the  most  important  changes  on 
tins  arena  were  brought  about. 

I.  With     reference    to    the    object    of    all     know- 
ledge of  our  reason,  some   philosophers   were   m- 
senaualidtt,    others    mere    intellecfualist*.       £j>icttru9 
in.:  v  be  regarded  as  the  first  among  the  former,  Plato 
as   the  first  among  the   latter.     The   distinction   of 
these    two    schools,    subtle   as  it  is,  dates    fnun    I 
earliest  days,  and  has  long  been  maintained.     Tho 
who   belong  to  the  former  school   maintained   that 
reality  exists  in  the  objects  of  the  senses  idone,  every- 
thing else  being  imagination;   those  of  the  second 
school,  on  the  contrary,  maintained,  that  in  the  senses 
there   is  nothing   ''",-  illusion,  and   that   the     [p.  854] 
true    is    known    by    the    understanding   oidy.      The 
former  did    not,   therefore,  deny  all   reality  to    the 
concepts  of  the  understanding,  but  that   reality  was 
with    them    logical  only,    with    the    others    it    was 
mystical.     The  former  admitted  intcllectu<tl  concepts, 
but  accepted  sensible   objects  only.     The   latter  re- 
quired that   true  objects  should  Ijc  intelligibU  oidy 
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and  maintained  an  intuition  peculiar  to  the  under- 
st;in>liiiLf.  separate.!  from  I  lie  .-.-n ■•  -.  '.vliieli,  in  their 
opinion,  could  only  confuse  it. 

2.  With  reference  to  the  origin  of  the  pure  con- 
cepts of  reason,  and   whether  they  are  derived  from 
experience,  or  have  their  origin  independent  ofexpe 
rience,  in  reason.     Aristotle  may  be  considered  as  the 
head  of  ,:ricin/«,  Plato  as  that  of  the  noolngist*. 

Locke,  who  in  modern  times  followed  Aristotle,  and 
/..  ionu,  who  followed  Plato  (though  at  a  sufficient 
distance  from  his  mysl  stemi,  have  not  been 

able  to  bring  this  dispute  to  any  conclusion.  Ejpiourw 

at  least  was  far  mor >nsigtent  in  his  sensual  system 

(for  he  never  allowed  his  syllogisms  to  go  beyond 
the  limit*  of  experience)  than  Arutoi  '  I^ocke, 

more  particularly  tlie  latter,  who,  after  having  de- 
rived all  concepts  and  principles  from  experience, 
goes  so  fur  in  their  B]  plication  as  to  maintain  that 
the  existence  of  God  and  the  immortality  of  the 
soul  (though  both  lie  entirely  outride  the  [p-855] 
1'imit.s  of  all  possible  experience)  could  be  proved 
with  the  same  evidence  as  any  mathematical  pro- 
|>osition. 

;.  With  reference  1  &.     I f  anything  is  to  be 

called  method,  it  must  be  a  procedure  according  (0 
principle*.  The  method  at  present  prevailing  in  this 
held  of  enquiry  may  be  divided  into  the  naturalistic 
and  the  eeienlijic.  The  naturalist  of  pure  reason 
lays  it  down  as  his  principle  that,  with  refereuce  to 
the  highest  questions  which  form  the  problems  of 
metaplivsic,  more  can  be  achieved  l»y  means  of  com- 
mon reason  without  science  (which  he  calls  sound 
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raaao  t),  than  through  speculation.     This  is  the  M 
as  if  we  should  maintain  that  the  magnitude  and 
distance  of  the  moon  can  be  better  determined  bj 

the  nuked  eye  than  by  roundabout  inathciuati 
calculations.  This  is  pure  nosology  reduced  tu 
principles,  and,  what  is  the  in- >:- 1  al-surd,  a  recom- 
mi  nidation  bo  neglect  all  artificial  means  as  the  beet 
way  of  I  nlarging  our  knowledge.  As  regards  those 
who  arc  Qaturaliata  because  they  !■■ 

are  really  not  to  be  blamed.    They  simply  follow 

Ordinary    reason,    but    they    do   not   boast    of   ''"-'ir 
ignorance,  as  the  method  which  contains  the  sc 
how  we  arc  U)  fetch  the  truth  from  the  bottom  of  the 
well  of  Democritus.     ■  Quod  wipio  satis  est  inihi.  i 

ego  ,-imi,  esse  ijiumI   Ancsila.s  .•I'lumnosique  Solones' 

(Pern.),  is  the  motto  with  which  they  may  lead  a 
happy  and  honoured  life,  without  meddling     [p.  856] 

with  science  or  muddling  it. 

As  regards  those  who  follow  a  tcientific  me! 
they  have  the  choice  to  proceed  either  iogmaHeaJin 
or  teepticatoy,  but  at  all  events,  *ijxlvmaticalhj.  When 
I  liave  mentioned  in  relation  to  the  former  the 
celebrated  Wolf,  and  in  relation  to  the  other  JJun'J 
Hume,  I  may  for  my  present  purpose  leave  all  the 
rest  unnamed. 

The  only  path  that  is  still  open  is  the  cri> 
If  the  reader  has  beeu  kind  and  patient  enough 
follow  me  to  the  end  along  this  path,  he  may  ju<: 
for  himself  whether,  if  he  will  help,  as  far  as  in  him 
lies,  towards  making  this  footpath  a  high  road,  it  may 
not  be  possible  to  achieve,  even  before  the  close  of 
the  present  century,  what  so  many  centuries  have 
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not  been  able  to  achieve,  namely,  to  give  complete 
satisfaction  to  human  reason  with  regard  to  those 
questions  which  have  in  all  ages  exercised  its  desire 
for  knowledge,  though  hitherto  in  vain. 
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